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ABSTRACT
Comparisons of the labor market outcomes of black, Latino and white youth invariably
show the extent to which black and Latino youth fall behind their white counterparts in
employment. A major policy concern is that black and Latino youth who have relatively high
rates of unemployment, experience relatively lower wages and higher unemployment as they grow
older. In order to design effective policies to combat this social problem, it is important to
understand the causes of minority youth unemployment. Recent research has suggested that a
spatial mismatch between the location ofjobs in which youth are traditionally employed and the
residence of black and Latino youth explains a large part of high black and Latino youth
unemployment and a large part of the observed racial youth unemployment differentials.
Two central questions guided my research: Does the spatial mismatch between jobs in
which youth are traditionally employed and youth's residence explain young black and Latino
males' worse labor market outcomes in relation to those of their white counterparts in
metropolitan areas? And, what is the relative importance, and their possible interactions, of the
spatial mismatch and race in determining young blacks' and Latinos' worse labor market
outcomes? I found that, controlling for human capital, family background, personal, and local
labor market differences, although there is some evidences that black and Latino youth are
negatively affected by the spacial mismatch of jobs and residence, race is much more important
than space in determining black and Latino youth's worse labor market outcomes in relation to
those of their white counterparts in metropolitan areas. Furthermore, I found that the negative
affect of race on employment in suurban labor markets will tend to overstate the importance of
the positive effect of having a suburban residential location for black and Laitno youth.
To examine the merits of the spatial mismatch hypothesis, I compared the dynamic labor
market outcomes of youth in the central city and suburbs using the youth cohort of the National
Longitudinal Survey (NLSY). I found that central city/suburbs differences in these outcomes
were much more stark for white than for black or Latino youth. Black and Latino youth's labor
market outcomes were slightly worse in the central city than in suburbs and were much worse
than those of whites in either residential area. I found, then, support for the spatial mismatch
hypothesis in the case of white, but not black or Latino, youth. To test whether or not job
decentralization negatively affects the labor market outcomes of black and Latino youth more
than that of white youth as the spatial mismatch hypothesis suggests, I used Weibull hazard
models with jobless durations as the dependent variable. Controlling for human capital, personal,
and local labor market differences, and controlling for the simultaneity problem of living at home
with parent(s) and being jobless, I found that job decentralization was in fact associated with
white youth's longer jobless durations but not with those of black and Latino youth. Given this
method, more support for the spatial mismatch hypothesis was found for white rather than black
or Latino youth.
To determine the relative importance of the spatial mismatch hypothesis and race as
explanations of black and Latino youth's worse labor market outcomes in relation to their white
counterparts in metropolitan areas, I conducted a cases-study of Prince George's county, MD, a
suburb of Washington, DC and an area that is a best case scenario for black employment. Pooled
employment regressions over the Washington, DC, and Prince George's county area showed that
residence in Prince George's county provided an employment advantage over residence in DC
controlling for educational status, personal and family background differences. However, white's
employment advantage was much greater than that of black or Latinos. Decomposition methods
of these employment equations showed that race was slightly more important than residence in
Prince George's as explanations of the racial employment gap. The negative effect of race in
limiting blacks' and Latinos' employment opportunities minimized the potential employment gains
these groups could have made by having a Prince George's county residence.
The results of my thesis have implications for both theory and policy. Theoretical
implications of this work may call for a re-conceptualization of the spatial mismatch hypothesis'
demand-side and it may call for a partial reexamination of the economic and structural
assumptions that underpin "urban underclass" research. The policy implications of these results
are that more emphasis needs to be placed on anti-discrimination efforts in youth labor markets,
job creation, and human capital improvements and less emphasis should be placed on
transportation policies and suburban population dispersal policies to raise the employment levels
of black and Latino youth and decrease racial employment differences.
Thesis Supervisor: Prof Frank Levy
Title: Daniel Rose Professor of Urban Economics
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INTRODUCTION
Joblessness among young people in the U.S. has always been much greater than among
adults, particularly during the past three decades. Some might say that we need not be concerned
about this phenomenon since it should be expected that young people will perform worse in the
labor market than their adult counterparts. After all, it seems reasonable to conclude that young
people are unsure about what they want to do in life, and that they spend much of their youth
working in different jobs and in different industries trying to figure out their occupational niche.
Over time, however, as young people begin to settle down and age in the labor market and given
their multitude of experiences with different jobs in the labor market, they eventually choose an
occupational path, thereby stabilizing their employment and minimizing their jobless experiences.
Given this view, young people's joblessness is a temporary state, simply a function of their
uncertainty about what they want to do in life.
If this process were true for all youth, then perhaps we need not be concerned about the
high jobless rates of young adults, particularly those who are out-of-school and possess limited
education. High joblessness among youth would simply be viewed as an inevitable consequence
of being young, with no long term negative effects on future labor market performance.
However, if there are some youth groups whose joblessness is extremely high and persistent over
time relative to other youth groups, then we may need to be seriously concerned because it is
likely that such persistent joblessness may tend to produce scarring effects. That is, if youth are
unable to develop on-the-job skills and work experience through employment precisely because
their employment patterns are erratic, they may be more likely to experience relatively lower
wages and higher unemployment as they age in the labor market (Osterman, 1978; Stevenson,
1978). This has been precisely the situation of black, and to a large extent, Latino youth in the
U.S. over the past two and a half decades. Comparisons of employment outcomes among black,
Latino and white youth invariably show the extent to which black and Latino youth fall behind
their white counterparts in obtaining employment. Black and Latino youth's unemployment rates
have consistently been at least one-and-a-half to three times as high as that of their white youth
counterparts since the 1960s. High levels ofjoblessness among black and Latino youth, then, are
a major social problem worthy of policy consideration not only because of the problems inherent
in not having a job at any particular time, but also because present and persistent joblessness may
cause future labor market problems.
Relevant policies to combat persistent minority youth joblessness, however, cannot be
designed without knowing its causes. Many explanations of this problem have been proposed,
generally falling under supply-side and demand-side explanations. Supply-side explanations of
higher black youth joblessness include the high reservation wages of black youth (Holzer, 1986;
Anderson, 1980), the lack of work ethic of black youth due to cultural traits (Sowell, 1990), the
absence of positive role models for black, inner-city youth (Wilson, 1986; Datcher-Loury and
Loury, 1986) and the lack of relevant skills (Kasarda, 1986). Moreover, language and
immigration status have also been advanced as supply-side explanations of Latinos joblessness
(Neidert and Tienda, 1983). Demand-side explanations include fluctuations in aggregate demand
(Freeman, 1990; Cain and Finnie, 1990), and racial discrimination (Cherry, 1988; Culp and
Dunson, 1986), among other reasons. In recent years, the spatial mismatch hypothesis, as
proposed by Kain (1968) and revived by Kasarda (1985) and Wilson (1987), has become a
dominant demand-side explanation of why black youth perform so poorly in the labor market
relative to their white counterparts in metropolitan areas. According to this hypothesis, the twin
processes of housing market segregation and the suburbanization ofjobs, particularly low-skill
jobs, have combined to undermine the employment possibilities of black youth in relation to white
youth in metropolitan areas.' In other words, blacks' employment is low relative to that of whites
because blacks, unlike their white counterparts, are more likely to live in central cities where job
loss has been occurring since the 1960s. In addition, blacks, unlike whites, face housing market
discrimination in the suburbs which limits their ability to follow jobs to the suburbs. Blacks'
inability to follow jobs to the suburbs constrains their search for work to the central cities where
job loss has been occurring. The resulting oversupply of black labor relative to diminishing jobs in
the central city drives up the black unemployment rate both absolutely and relative to whites in
metropolitan areas.
This hypothesis seems an attractive explanation of high minority youth joblessness not
only because of its intuitive appeal, but also because the images that it conjures up in our minds
are consistent with the employment outcomes that we perceive to be true in labor markets.
Blacks' employment levels are low relative to those of whites. Blacks tend to live in central cities.
Thoughts of central cities tend to conjure up images of areas where housing is dilapidated and
buildings are boarded up, where businesses are abandoned, thus providing few job opportunities,
where crime and drug dealing run rampant, and where welfare-dependency runs deep. Whites
tend to live in the suburbs. Thoughts of the suburbs, on the other hand, tend to conjure up images
of newer housing, little crime or drug dealing, and freshly paved streets with huge shopping malls
'The case of youth represents an interesting test of the spatial mismatch hypothesis since
racial differentials in employment are much larger for youth than adults, and since youth are more
likely to be affected by such a mismatch because of their limited ability to commute in relation to
adults (Ihlanfeldt, 1992).
on open lots providing multiple job opportunities.
The images of the central city are reinforced by Wilson's (1986) underclass thesis of
entrenched urban poverty. To Wilson, the combination of structural changes in the economy, of
which the spatial mismatch hypothesis is a major part, combined with black middle-class flight to
the suburbs has left behind in central cities the black poor, socially isolated from mainstream
America and vulnerable to "concentration effects" that have produced "dysfunctional" behavior.
Since black youth are more likely to live in these central city areas than are white youth, it seems
reasonable that they should have more jobless problems than their white counterparts.
The empirical results of spatial mismatch as an explanation of blacks higher joblessness
both absolutely and relative to whites have been mixed, however, in part due to the different
methodological approaches that researchers have used (Holzer, 1991), in part due to the
methodological weaknesses of studies (Ihlanfeldt, 1992), and in part due to which metropolitan
area or time period was used to investigate this issue. Perhaps another reason why these studies
have had such mixed results stems from researchers' inability to control for the role of race, or
how blacks are treated in relation to whites, in labor markets. The spatial mismatch hypothesis of
blacks' lower employment, and the underclass thesis of black poverty-for that matter, both talk
about race, but they both implicitly reject the importance of it in the labor market as a determinant
of blacks' labor market problems. Spatial mismatch studies that neglect to control for or take into
account the role of race in labor markets, I contend, will tend to confound, and, possibly,
overestimate, the effect of space, since such discrimination can also cause low levels of black
employment both absolutely and relative to whites. For example, if employers' decisions to move
out of central cities has been in part a function of race, then is difficult to say whether the resulting
spatial mismatch ofjobs and blacks' residential locations is purely a problem of space. Likewise, if
employment discrimination against blacks is much more severe in areas where jobs have moved,
i.e., the suburbs, it is, again, difficult to determine whether the distance ofjobs from blacks'
residential locations is in fact a cause of blacks' higher joblessness, or a by-product of racial
discrimination in hiring.
Of course, I have made the assumption that employment discrimination does in fact exist
in labor markets today, and that it is extensive enough to confound the effect of space. Recent
research supports this assumption and suggests that employer discrimination continues to persist
in labor markets against blacks and Latinos (Bendick, Jr., Jackson, and Reinoso, 1994; Turner,
Fix, and Struyk, 1991; Neckerman and Kirschenman, 1991; Kirschenman and Neckerman, 1991).
Since racial discrimination has been shown to persist in labor markets and since this discrimination
in the suburbs could, theoretically, confound the importance of a suburban residential location in
getting a job, it could also be true that such discrimination in metropolitan area labor markets may
be more important than space, e.g., a suburban residential location, in determining low levels of
black and Latino youth employment both absolutely and relative to whites.
This recent literature on racial discrimination in labor market has tended to use different
methodological approaches than other, more conventional efforts to examine this question.
Research on racial discrimination in labor markets has either used indirect or direct methods to
determine its importance or magnitude. Conventional research on racial discrimination in labor
markets has tended to examine, indirectly, the possible contribution of racial discrimination on
white-black earnings differences. These indirect methods are empirically based, and use
established data sets to gain evidence for or against discrimination by estimating wage equations
for specific groups such as blacks and whites. They then decompose these equations into
component parts to determine for example how much of the wage differences between these
aforementioned groups is due to treatment, i.e., discrimination, or endowments, i.e., skills,
experience, etc (Cain, 1986).
During the post-war period, black/white earnings ratios became larger, thus closing the
relative gap of earnings between blacks and whites. These conventional, indirect research
methods to detect racial discrimination have tended to show that discrimination in earnings
against blacks diminished from about 1940 to the mid-1970s, although there is considerable
debate on this issue. However, since the mid-1970s, black/white earnings ratios began to fall,
and in the 1980s, blacks made little or no gains in relative earnings (Jaynes and Williams, 1989).
There is considerable debate today whether the increasing gap between blacks' and whites'
earnings is due to skill (Bound and Freeman, 1992), quality of schooling (O'Neill, 1990), or
experience differences between these groups, or to discrimination against blacks (Boston, 1988).
Others have examined the role of discrimination in employment, although there is
considerably fewer of these studies than for earnings. While blacks' unemployment rate has
always been higher than that of whites, black workers' official unemployment rate increased
relative to that of whites in the 1970s and 1980s, despite the long business cycle upswing of the
1980s (M. Badgett, 1994). Some have attributed these rising unemployment rate differences
between these groups to racial differences in moving into employment from either unemployment
or from being out of the labor force (Juhn, 1992), to a skill mismatch as a result of declining
manufacturing industries in urban areas, thus providing few employment opportunities for lower-
skilled black men (Bound and Holzer, 1991), to less effective enforcement of affirmative action
policies in the 1980s (Leonard, 1990), to blacks increasingly reliance on jobs in the secondary
labor market that are characterized by high turnover in the 1980s (Badgett, 1994), and to
discrimination (M. Badgett, 1994; Shulman, 1990).
In these analysis of white-black differences in earnings or employment, evidence for or
against discrimination as an explanations is dependent on quantitative data and methods.
Interpretations can be made from the results about whether or not discrimination exists in the
labor market, but these results cannot show how such discrimination might be taking place nor
might they show the institutional context for this discrimination. To fill this gap, other, more
direct methods have been used to examine the existence and extent of discrimination in the labor
market. These more direct methods usually examine hiring and employment through either
employer interviews or by audit studies. In first set of these more direct methods, researchers
interview employers about their hiring strategies and they then infer from the employers' answers
whether or not these employers engage in some sort of discrimination in hiring. Kirschenman and
Neckerman (1991), Neckerman and Kirschenman (1991), and Moss and Tilly (1994) directly
interviewed employers to determine how they screen and hire workers for mainly low-skilled jobs.
They found that in general employers have devised hiring strategies by using social categories
such as race, class and space (Neckerman and Kirschenman, 1991) to distinguish between
potentially "productive" from "unproductive" workers. These practices seem to be more intense
in industries with employee-customer contact where there is a greater desire on the part of
employers for workers with "soft skills", i.e., speech, mannerisms, etc (Moss and Tilly, 1994).
The effects of these kinds of hiring practices effectively screen out black, and to a certain extent
Latino, males from employment opportunities. This evidence indeed shows that employers
practice statistical discrimination. Since the evidence is based on employer interviews, one is able
to tell a story of how this discrimination takes place and the reasoning that employers use to
justify such employment practices that is not able to be told using more indirect methods to
investigate this issue. However, one cannot determine the extnet nor the frequency of this sort of
discrimination in the labor market with these methods.
The second set of these more direct methods uses audit methods to establish the existence,
and in some sense measure the extent, of employment discrimination. These studies use matched
pairs of minority, i.e., black or Latino, and white research assistants posing as applicants for the
same jobs in a particular area (Bendick, Jr., Jackson, and Reinoso, 1994; Fix and Struyk, 1993;
Turner, Fix, and Struyk, 1991). These assistants are made to look exactly alike with respect to
productivity on their resumes. Race/ethnicity is the only thing that is supposed to be different
about these prospective job candidates. These assistants, i.e., job candidates, are trained to act
alike and give the same responses in the pre-interview or interview stage of the job search
process. The matched pairs of applicants, i.e., one black or Latino and one white applicant, are
then sent to the same random job openings. Their treatment, whether or not they received a call
back, whether or not they got a job during the first interview or during a subsequent interview,
etc., is then documented. These documented results can be analyzed to show how different black
and white applicants are treated in the pre-interview and interview stages, and to show the rate of
hires for each group. The difference in the rate of hires is taken to be discrimination. In the
Washington, DC labor market, Bendick, Jr., et al (1994) found that black applicants were treated
less favorably and hired less frequently than their equally qualified white counterparts more than
one-fifth of the time and Latino applicants were treated less favorably and hired less frequently
than their equally qualified white counterparts a little less than one-fifth of the time.
Although I use indirect methods to examine whether or not race/ethnicity is important in
labor markets, these more direct methods can support and shed light on the institutional context
of my findings, particularly if race/ethnicity is found to be very significant. Although the results
from this thesis may suggest that race/ethnicity is important in employment for young males in the
1980s, and although I can measure, to some extent, through quantitative methods how important
it is in white-black and white-Latino employment differences, I cannot interpret from the results of
this type of study whether or not race/ethnicity has become more or less important since the
1970s.
Why is this thesis about the relative importance of race/ethnicity and space? Of all the
competing explanations for blacks' and Latinos' low employment levels, why do I chose to
evaluate these two competing hypotheses for racial differences in the labor market in this study?
First, I contend that along with the skill mismatch, the spatial mismatch and the racial
discrimination hypotheses are the dominant explanations for blacks' and Latinos' low employment
levels. Secondly, although the spacial mismatch talks about race and racial differences in
employment, the hypothesis, as it is structured, implicitly rejects the importance of racial
discrimination in labor, but not housing, markets, as a cause of blacks' and Latinos' low
employment levels. Thirdly, these two hypothesis, I contend, are intimately tied together because
it is very difficult to decipher from the results of spatial mismatch studies whether or not the
effects of space are pure and not confounded by the effects of discrimination. That is, it is
difficult to determine whether one is really measuring the effect of space or the effect of race in
many spatial mismatch studies.
This last issue raises the question about the nature of these two hypothesis. On first
glance, it appears as though the spatial mismatch hypothesis is concerned about the explaining the
absolute differences of whites', blacks', and Latinos' employment in the central city versus the
suburbs. That is, it seems as though support for the spatial mismatch hypothesis is achieved if any
or all of these groups' employment levels are greater in the suburbs than in the central city. On
the other hand, the racial discrimination hypothesis seems to be concerned about the relative
differences in outcomes between these two groups irrespective of their residential location. If we
believe the spatial mismatch hypothesis is an important cause of blacks' and Latinos' low
employment levels, policy makers might be concerned about moving blacks and Latinos to the
suburbs in order to improve their employment levels absolutely. But if blacks and Latinos tend to
do worse relative to whites in the suburbs than in the central city, although their absolute
employment levels are greater in the former than in the latter, should we be concerned and should
we still take this as support for the spatial mismatch hypothesis? Or is it enough that blacks' and
Latinos' employment levels in the suburbs are greater than they would be if they remained in the
central city?
It is my contention that we should be concerned if blacks and Latinos in the suburbs tend
to do worse in the labor market compared to comparable whites, and we should also be
concerned if these groups tend to do worse than their white counterparts in the central city
because of the principles of fairness and equal opportunity. It should not be acceptable that
blacks or Latinos of any educational background or in any residential area should have worse
labor market opportunities than comparable whites. And we should not accept that raising blacks'
or Latinos' employment levels absolutely, while racial differences in employment increase, is a
necessary condition for progress. Therefore, we should be concerned about both absolute and
relative improvements in blacks and Latinos labor market standing.
On closer inspection, however, one could argue that the spatial mismatch hypothesis is not
only a hypothesis about absolute differences between suburban and central city residents labor
market outcomes, it is a hypothesis that attempts to explain the relative differences between racial
groups labor market outcomes in metropolitan areas. At its core, it suggests that if there was no
housing market discrimination against blacks and Latinos in the suburbs, that blacks and Latinos
would be able to follow jobs to the suburbs in the same way as whites thereby either keeping the
racial differences in labor market outcomes constant or minimizing these racial differences in
metropolitan areas. What those who have developed and refined this hypothesis have failed to
take into account is that if racial discrimination against blacks and Latinos is pervasive in the
suburban labor market, that blacks and Latinos who move to the suburbs can find themselves
falling further behind their white counterparts in labor market outcomes in this area and,
consequently, in the metropolitan area in general even though these blacks and Latinos may
achieve better labor market outcomes than their central city counterparts. Thus, the spatial
mismatch hypothesis is both a story about the absolute labor market outcome differences between
central city and suburban residents, particulary for blacks and Latinos, and the relative labor
market outcomes of blacks and whites and Latinos and whites in metropolitan areas. It is
imperative, then, that we be concerned about both the absolute and relative differences in
employment for policy purposes.
Given this context, I set out in this dissertation to investigate three main issues. First, I
critically examine the merits of the spatial mismatch hypothesis as an explanation of high black
and Latino joblessness by comparing the labor market outcomes of suburban and central city
residents using dynamic measures of unemployment. Little research has been done to investigate
whether or not the spatial mismatch hypothesis is a likely explanation of Latino youth's
joblessness. Nonetheless, there have been many methodological approaches employed to examine
this hypothesis in relation to black and white youth, each having certain strengths and weaknesses.
What is consistent about these studies is that static labor market outcome measure(s) are almost
always used to investigate the hypothesis' proposed effect on economic welfare. Most researchers
have examined its effect on employment by using unemployment rates, racial unemployment rate
ratios, or employment probabilities using cross-sectional data. However, the unemployment rate,
however, is made up of dynamic parts (Suits and Morgenstern, 1967). By decomposing the
unemployment rate, for example, into its dynamic parts, one can determine where the biggest
racial differences in unemployment might be found. Clark and Summers (1979) showed that
racial differences in the duration of unemployment contributed most to racial differences in the
unemployment rate. Dynamic measures of unemployment, such as the number of spells or the
duration of unemployment, should be examined, then, to determine which of the component parts
of unemployment contribute most to racial unemployment rate differences. Once these
components are determined, they should be used in the analysis to give a more precise estimates
of unemployment, which in turn, should provide a better understanding and more accurate
analysis of racial differences in unemployment.
Secondly, I attempt to assess the relative importance of the job decentralization, meaning
the distribution ofjobs in metropolitan areas between the central city and suburbs, and
race/ethnicity, defined as how blacks and Latinos are treated in the labor market relative to
whites, as explanations of black and Latino youth's low employment both absolutely and relative
to whites. If we accept that racial discrimination exists in labor market, we still do not know in
what form it can be exercised by employers. If we think, as recent research suggests, that
employers statistically discriminate in their hiring decisions by using background and superficial
characteristics and, as a consequence, that white youth in this hiring formula are seen as the most
preferred labor while black and Latino youth are viewed the least preferred, then we should
expect some competition to take place between these groups, but with white youth always coming
out on top of the hiring game. This kind of statistical discrimination, which acts against the
employment opportunities of black and Latino youth, can also cause their employment levels to be
low. But if this kind of racial/ethnic discrimination is extensive, it may be more important than the
effect ofjob decentralization in causing racial/ethnic differences in employment outcomes. If this
is true, then job decentralization may simply serve to mitigate the negative effect of racial
discrimination on employment ifjob decentralization is low, and to intensify the negative effect of
racial discrimination on employment if it is high.
Thirdly, in addition to examining the relative importance of race/ethnicity and job
decentralization, I also attempt to assess the relative importance of a suburban residential location
and race/ethnicity, and their possible interactions, as explanations of racial/ethnic employment
differences. Although a suburban residential location may increase black and Latino youth's
employment opportunities, thereby improving their labor market outcomes relative to their central
city counterparts, racial discrimination could also be so severe in the suburbs as opposed to the
central city that it could negate any employment benefits that might be gained by living in the
suburbs. Sorting out which of these factors is more important and understanding how they might
interact should help our understanding of black and Latino youth's employment problems in
metropolitan areas. This improved understanding, in turn, should also be of benefit to us in
deciding on the types of policies that we think are necessary to mitigate the employment
difficulties of black and Latino youth.
In this dissertation, I address these issues using young male adult samples from the
National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY). 2 These samples are drawn from all metropolitan
areas in the continental United States.3 In addition, since the spatial mismatch hypothesis suggests
that residential location matters in employment outcomes, I use residential location, with youth
having either a central city or suburban residence, as the principle measure of space in this
dissertation.
I also examine the Washington, DC area, using the 1990 Public Use Microdata Samples
(PUMS), as a case-study to examine the relative importance of residential location and
race/ethnicity as explanations of blacks' and Latinos' lower employment in relation to whites. The
Washington, DC area represents a best case scenario for blacks because one of the suburban areas
where blacks have moved to contains most of its jobs. As we will see in the next chapter, some
(Kain, 1992) have criticized residential location as being a poor measure of space because it can,
to a large extent, reveal little about proximity to jobs. That is, having a suburban residence may
2I have restricted my study to males because employment levels among black males has
deteriorated since 1970, while they have remained fairly constant, yet low for black females (see
table 1.1). The hypothesis suggests that a spatial mismatch has eroded the employment prospects
for blacks both absolutely and relative to whites. Thus, if the spatial mismatch can in fact explain
low levels of black employment, it would be more true in the case of black males.
3The spatial mismatch as originally conceived seems to be more appropriate for the
northeastern and Midwestern parts of the United States. A regional analysis, however, was not
possible with the NLSY because of an insufficient sample size.
not improve one's employment opportunities if one does not live near suburban employment
centers. This is particularly the case for blacks since they tend to move to that part of the suburbs
adjacent to the central city where jobs have left (Galster, 1987; Kain, 1985). Given these
suburbanization patterns for blacks, there may be little difference between having a suburban or a
central city residential location with respect to being near the nexus ofjobs. The case of the
Washington, DC area helps to sort this issue out because of the suburbanization patterns that have
occurred there.
Before we move into the main discussion, a preliminary look at the racial/ethnic
differences of young adult employment patterns over time and why the spatial mismatch idea
seems so attractive in explaining these differences in labor market outcomes seems in order.
Table 1 shows some labor market employment outcomes by race/ethnicity over a twenty year
period for youth aged 16-24. From 1970 to 1990, young white males' employment-to-population
ratio edged slightly upwards and their unemployment rate increased slightly as well. Unlike young
white males, young black males' employment difficulties have worsened over this same time
period, and much of this decline occurred during the 1970s. Young black males' employment-to-
population ratio declined sharply from 1970 to 1990, while their unemployment rate ballooned
from 12.4 in 1970 to 23.7 in 1990. Most of the decline in both measures occurred during the
1970s. As a consequence of these diverging employment patterns between black and white male
youth, the black/white employment-to-population ratio declined markedly from .89 in 1970 to .72
in 1990, showing relative black male youth employment losses. At the same time, the black/white
unemployment rate ratio increased dramatically from 1.75 in 1970 to 2.39 in 1990, showing, once
again, increased employment difficulties of black in relation to white male youth. Like young
Table 1
Employment-to-Population Ratios and Unemployment Rates for 16 to 24-Year-Olds
By Race/Ethnicity and Sex
Males
White Black Latino/a Black/White Latino/White
Emp Unemp Emp Unemp Emp Unemp Emp Unemp Emp Unemp
Ratios Rate Ratios Rate Ratios Rate Ratios Rate Ratios Rate
1970 .61 7.1 .54 12.4 .52 10.3 .89 1.75 .85 1.45
1980 .67 10.6 .45 22.0 .59 13.3 .67 2.08 .88 1.25
1990 .65 9.9 .47 23.7 .60 13.4 .72 2.39 .92 1.35
1970 .49
1980 .58
1990 .59
Source: 1970, 1980,
of Spanish Origin Su
Females
6.0 .40 13.1 .36 10.4
9.4 .38 24.0 .44 12.7
7.3 .42 18.9 .43 11.7
1990 Census ofPopulation, U.S. Summary, and 1970
bject Report.
.82
.66
.71
and 1980
2.18 .73
2.55 .76
2.59 .73
Census ofPopulation,
Note: Employment-to-population ratios and unemployment rates were calculated for the civilian noninstitutional
population.
white males, young Latino males' employment-to-population ratio rose during these two decades,
but it remained lower than that of whites in each of the years. Thus, although a Latino/white
employment-to-population ratio gap existed in 1990, it has narrowed over time since 1970.
Young Latino males' unemployment rate has increased slightly from 1970 to 1990 and this has
contributed to the growing Latino/white unemployment rate ratio from 1980 to 1990, though it
still remains lower than it did in 1970.
The racial/ethnic differences for young females are slightly different than they are for
males. Table 1 shows that young white females' employment-to-population ratio increased
dramatically from 1970 to 1990, while their unemployment rate has remained fairly stable during
1.73
1.35
1.60
Persons
this same period. Young black females' employment-to-population ratio has remained fairly
constant, increasing slightly from .40 in 1970 to .42 in 1990. However, their unemployment rate
rose sharply during this time period. Therefore, though the female black/white employment-to-
population ratio declined from 1970 to 1990, as it did for males, it declined for a very different
reason, i.e., young white females' employment-to-population ratio increased much more rapidly
than it did for black females. However, like males, the female black/white unemployment rate
ratio increased dramatically from 1970 to 1990, precisely for the same reason the male
black/white ratio increased. Like young white and black females, young Latinas' employment-to-
population ratio increased rather markedly during this period. Their unemployment rate remained
fairly constant, though higher than that of young white females. Thus, the Latina/white
employment-to-population ratio has remained constant, while the Latina/white unemployment rate
ratio has declined slightly during this period.4
It is clear from table 1 that black youth's employment outcomes in relation to those of
white youth have deteriorated since 1970, and that this deterioration took place more in the 1970s
than in the 1980s. Moreover, while black male youth's employment outcomes eroded in absolute
terms during this period, those for black females did not. Latino youth's employment outcomes,
though worse than those of whites, have not fallen in relation to whites. The spatial mismatch
hypothesis suggests that the explanation of particularly black and white males divergent
employment outcomes over time can be found in the fact that jobs have moved to the suburbs,
'It should be noted that the employment difficulties of 16-19 year olds of any
race/ethnicity are more severe than those aged 20-24. Their employment-to-population ratios and
unemployment rates are lower and higher, respectively, than their 20-24 year old counterparts.
Nonetheless, within each of these age categories, the same racial/ethnic patterns in employment
outcomes exist.
while exclusionary housing practices there have kept blacks, but not whites, from following them.
Therefore, whites were able to move to the suburbs without constraints and took advantage of
job opportunities there that seemingly evaded blacks. Table 2 shows the concentration ofjobs
and people in the central city from 1970 to 1990. As shown in panel A, all measures ofjob
Table 2
Percentage of Jobs and Population in Cental Cities of Metropolitan Areas, 1970 - 1990
% Change % Change % Change
1970 1980 1990 70-80 80-90 70-90
Panel A. Jobs
All Jobs 57.3 53.0 52.3 -7.5 -1.3 -8.7
Jobs in Youth 55.2 51.0 -- -7.6 -- --
Intensive Industries"
Low-skill 53.8 48.7 -- -9.5 -- --
Skilled 59.5 55.7 -- -6.7 -- --
Panel B. Population
Whites 39.8 33.8 34.1 -15.1 0.9 -14.3
Blacks 76.4 71.2 68.3 -6.8 -4.1 -10.6
Latinos 62.0 57.4 57.0 -7.4 -0.7 -8.1
Total' 45.0 39.9 40.4 -11.3 1.3 -10.2
Source: 1970, 1980, 1990 Census of the Population.
*Includes only jobs in retail trade, service, and manufactoring.
bTotal includes others not listed above.
concentration in central cities show that jobs became more decentralized during this twenty year
period, though a slight majority ofjobs still remained in central cities in 1990.5 However, the pace
of decentralization was greater in the 1970s than the 1980s. Moreover, low-skill jobs have
become more decentralized than skilled jobs during the 1970s, while jobs in youth intensive
'Data for jobs by industry and occupation in metropolitan areas for 1990 was not yet
available in the 1990 Census of Population.
industries have decentralized at about the same rate as all jobs in the 1970s.' Job decentralization
in many large metropolitan areas occurred at a greater rate in the 1960s than the 1970s for low-
skilled and skilled occupations. And this job decentralization was more rapid in metropolitan
areas with large concentration of blacks (Ihlanfeldt and Sjoquist, 1989).
This job decentralization would presumably not be of any concern if the population
decentralized in a like manner to compensate for the job loss in the central city. Panel B shows
that whites decentralized more than blacks or Latinos from 1970 to 1990. Moreover, they
decentralized at twice the rate of blacks and Latinos precisely during the decade when job
decentralization seemed to be occurring at a greater pace, i.e., the 1970s. In addition, as we just
learned, it is precisely during this decade when black/white employment differences began to
diverge. The spatial mismatch in this context seems to have a considerable amount of appeal in
explaining these racial/ethnic employment trends since one reason for blacks and Latinos apparent
inability to decentralize and follow jobs that left for the suburbs is housing market discrimination
in the suburbs. Although these patterns suggest that space, with respect to residential location in
relation to job location, has become a serious impediment to blacks and Latinos getting jobs, it is
not clear whether job discrimination in both the suburbs and central city is more important than
these spatial reasons. It is this conceptual puzzle that I attempt to sort out in this dissertation.
The remainder of this dissertation is organized into six chapters. In chapter 1, I critically
review the major works related to the spatial mismatch hypothesis, and attempt to show,
theoretically, how race can confound space in these studies. In chapter 2, I then indirectly test the
6Low-skilled jobs are defined as service, laborers, operators, fabricators, farming, forestry,
and fishing. High-skilled jobs are defined as managerial, professional, technical, sales, and
clerical.
spatial mismatch hypothesis by comparing the employment outcomes of young white, black, and
Latino males living in the central cities and suburbs using dynamic measures of unemployment and
joblessness. In addition, I initially investigate whether and which supply- and demand-side
explanations of racial/ethnic differences in employment outcomes are consistent with the
racial/ethnic differences in unemployment and jobless durations in both the central cities and
suburbs that we observe in the chapter. Chapter 3 describes the theoretical framework,
definitions of variables, and the data of the empirical model that I develop in order to more
systematically analyze the relative importance ofjob decentralization and race/ethnicity as
explanations of blacks and Latinos longer jobless durations. In chapter 4, I present the findings of
the model and discuss their significance. In chapter 5, I use the case of black and Latino
suburbanization in the Washington, DC area to explore the relative importance of race and
residential location and how they might interact to cause lower black and Latino youth
employment. Finally, in chapter 6, I summarize the major conclusions and discuss their policy
implications.
CHAPTER 1
THE SPATIAL MISMATCH HYPOTHESIS REVISITED
INTRODUCTION
Since the late 1960s, a voluminous literature on housing market segregation and
metropolitan job decentralization has developed to explain the poorer labor market outcomes of
blacks in relation to whites in urban areas. In this chapter, I review the major works over the past
25 years or so which have attempted to tackle these interrelated issues. Although I focus on
young male adults to examine the spatial mismatch hypothesis, I do not limit this review to those
works that only examine youth for two reasons. First, an analysis of the literature on the way that
residential segregation and job decentralization effects adults, particularly black adults, will be
amplified in the case of youth, since young adults, especially black young adults, fare so much
worse in the labor market than their adult counterparts; and, secondly, researchers use the case of
youth as a methodological strategy to minimize the simultaneity problem of residential and job
location inherent in tests of the spatial mismatch hypothesis.
Kain's Formulation of the Problem
In 1968, John Kain published a widely cited article in which he argued that the low levels
of black employment was in part attributable to an increasing number ofjobs, particularly
manufacturing jobs, that were moving to the suburban ring and to housing market discrimination
practices that restricted blacks' residential choices to the central city. Moreover, this practice of
residential segregation kept blacks from participating in the general patterns of metropolitan
population decentralization, or, in other words, kept blacks from following the movement ofjobs
to the suburbs in the same way that whites had been able to follow them. In this article, Kain
(1968), using data from Chicago and Detroit, advanced three distinct hypotheses. First, he
argued that housing market segregation affected the geographic distribution of black employment.
Second, he proposed that housing market segregation increased black unemployment. Third, he
proposed that metropolitan job decentralization amplified the negative effect of housing market
segregation on black employment levels. The first of these three propositions followed his
argument that since consumer discrimination was less likely to be an issue in the ghetto than in the
suburbs, and since employers with low skill jobs were likely to locate in the ghetto because of the
plentiful supply of low skill workers, black employment was likely to be concentrated in the
ghetto.' The second of these three propositions stemmed from his argument that racial
discrimination in the housing market imposed more costs on blacks' search for work. These costs,
such as having less information and opportunity to learn about jobs that were distant from blacks'
residential locations, were more likely to limit blacks search for work to the central city.
Moreover, he argued that employers outside the ghetto, driven by suburban whites consumer
discrimination, may have discriminated against blacks, thus further reducing blacks' chances at
receiving jobs outside the ghetto.
Although Kain did not use the term "spatial mismatch hypothesis" to describe his third
hypothesis, it is precisely this proposition that most closely refers to and that researchers have in
mind when they use the term spatial mismatch. This proposition holds that jobs are available in
metropolitan areas for which blacks would qualify, but blacks receive little or no information
about or cannot commute to these jobs because they are moving or have moved to the suburbs,
areas distant from blacks' residential locations. Consequently, a surplus of workers arises in the
ghetto, resulting in higher ghetto unemployment if ghetto wages are inflexible. If ghetto wages
are flexible, ghetto blacks' wages should fall if they work in the ghetto and rise if they work in the
7The term "ghetto" is used here to describe poor, black central city neighborhoods.
suburbs. Moreover, according to Kain, workers who find jobs outside the ghetto suffer a net
wage loss because of the extra commuting costs ghetto residents must pay to get to more distant
jobs. Metropolitan decentralization in combination with housing market segregation, then, as
Kain argued, may increase black unemployment, reduce black wage rates in the ghetto relative to
the suburbs, and increase ghetto residents' commuting costs.
Kain's third hypotheses has received the most attention and has been subject to the most
criticism. However, this hypothesis contains both a demand-side and a supply-side component.
On the demand-side, as Jencks and Mayer (1990) note, Kain argued that the suburbanization of
jobs would probably reduce employers' willingness to hire black workers because many suburban
firms feared that importing black workers into white suburbs would offend white residents. On
the other hand, Kain suspected that residential segregation might benefit blacks because
employers in black areas might be more willing to hire blacks than employers in predominantly
white or mixed areas.
On the supply-side, Kain held that even if there were no employment discrimination
against blacks in the suburbs, black employment probabilities would still be lower than that of
whites because blacks lived farther than whites from suburban jobs and were less likely to hear
about suburban job vacancies than whites. However, even if blacks received suburban jobs, Kain
argued, blacks would have to spend more time and money on commuting than whites, which
would result in higher unemployment rates, lower net wages, and lower labor force participation
rates for blacks.
Although Kain's third proposition has received much attention, investigation into the
demand-side of this proposition hypothesis has been limited. This is likely due to researchers
beliefs that the social factors, i.e., employer discrimination, which generates this demand-side
story may be less important now than in the late 1960s. Consequently, the supply-side of Kain's
analysis has received the most attention by researchers, particularly since the geographic locations
of jobs and black residents has not changed in any meaningful way since the 1960s. In fact, most
recent research on the spatial mismatch hypothesis emphasizes travel or commuting time
differences, key supply-side responses, between white and black workers as the main indicators of
blacks' job accessibility difficulties.
Recent research on discrimination in labor markets suggest that the demand-side, a
forgotten component of the spatial mismatch hypothesis, needs to be re-examined. There is little
dispute that residential segregation and discrimination continues to persist in housing markets,
restricting blacks opportunities to follow jobs (Hughes and Madden, 1991). Discrimination in
housing markets, however, is assumed to exist and is explicitly theorized to be a part of the spatial
mismatch explanation of blacks employment difficulties. Increasing evidence has shown that
employer discrimination continues to persist in labor markets against blacks and Latinos as well
(Neckerman and Kirschenman, 1991; Bendick, Jr., Jackson, and Reinoso, 1994). But there has
been no systematic study that examines how discrimination in labor markets may impact upon our
understanding and interpretation of the spatial mismatch hypothesis. Overlooking the impact of
this discrimination may lead to misinterpretation, and possibly even overestimation, of the impact
of the spatial mismatch on blacks' employment since racial discrimination in hiring can also be
responsible for the low levels of black employment in any residential location.
In the remainder of this chapter, I review the major works related to the spatial mismatch
idea. I focus more on studies related to employment since, in the youth labor market, I contend,
the absolute and relative levels of black youth unemployment compared to that of white youth are
a much more serious social problem than absolute or relative differences in wages.
There is no obvious way to discuss the spatial mismatch literature since this hypothesis is
very much an empirical question. It can be examined in a historical context, or by major authors
(Kain, 1992), it can be analyzed according to a methodological approach (Holzer, 1991;
Ihlanfeldt, 1990), or according to a classification based on the demand- and supply-side
components (Jencks and Mayer, 1990). Due to the many methodological approaches used to
examine the spatial mismatch hypothesis, I have categorized these studies as such following
Holzer (1991) and Ihlanfeldt (1990). I also include tables summarizing the major spatial
mismatch works.' But I have also argued that racial differences in metropolitan labor market
outcomes can also result from racial discrimination in hiring. Since the existence of racial
discrimination in hiring can complicate the interpretation of spatial mismatch studies, I also
present a section discussing the confounding role of race in understanding spatial mismatch
studies.
SPATIAL MISMATCH EVIDENCE
The Geography of Black Employment
There is little dispute over Kain's first hypothesis, that residential segregation affects the
geographical distribution of black employment. (See table 1.1.) In fact, Leonard (1987), using
'For a detailed literature review on earnings in the context of the spatial mismatch
hypothesis, see Ihlanfeldt (1990).
9These tables rely heavily on the work of Ihlanfeldt (1992). I have extended his tables by
adding the most recent spatial mismatch studies and adding an indicator of whether or not these
studies support the spatial mismatch hypothesis.
Table 1.1
Geography of Black Employment
Selected
Author(s) Data Source Dependent Variable Independent Variables Major Findings
Kain (1968) Detroit (1952) and % black of employment % black of total residence in Racial composition of the
Chicago (1956) Area in workplace zone. workplace zone. Distance workforce becomes less black as
Traffic Study. between zone center and distance from the ghetto
major black ghetto. increases.
Leonard (1987) Equal Employment Op- Fraction of establishment Distance firm is located from Distance from main ghetto is
portunity establishment employment held by ghetto; vector of establish- found to be a strong determinant
level data for Los An- blacks. Both level and ment characteristics that of levels and changes in racial
geles and Chicago: 1974 change equations were measured affirmative acction composition of workforce.
and 1980. Males only. estimated. and skill requirements
Equal Employment Opportunity data for Chicago and Los Angeles for 1974 and 1980, showed
that distance from the main ghetto is a significant determinant in the changes in and levels of the
workforce's racial composition. In addition, his regressions of a firm's share of blue-collar jobs
held by blacks on the distance the firm is located from the ghetto and on the firm's characteristics
and skill requirements showed that although the average blue-collar job moved farther from the
ghetto in Chicago, a typical blue-collar black worker worked closer to the ghetto. The former of
Leonard's findings supports Kain's first proposition, while the latter offers support for Kain's
second. However, this evidence in support of Kain's second hypothesis is not definitive since, as
Ihlanfeldt (1990) points out, the tendency of blacks to work closer to the ghetto may also be a
consequence of white workers, who may be in competition with blacks for jobs, taking jobs in the
suburbs as jobs decentralize.
Residential Segregation and Job Suburbanization
Since there is little controversy over Kain's first hypothesis, much of the attention has
focused on Kain's second and third propositions. Studies investigating the relative merits of these
hypotheses attempt to directly measure residential segregation and/or job decentralization in
relation to measures of blacks' labor market outcomes. (See table 1.2.) If the measure for
residential segregation is found to correlate negatively with a particular labor market outcome
measure, then evidence is found in support of Kain's second hypothesis, that residential
segregation increases, for example, black unemployment, or more broadly, that it decreases black
economic welfare. If the measure for job decentralization is found to correlate negatively with a
particular labor market outcome measure for blacks, then evidence is found in support of Kain's
third hypothesis, that job suburbanization magnifies the problems associated with residential
segregation. Most of these studies use aggregate data.
The results of residential segregation's impact on black economic welfare have been
mixed, in part due to different methodologies and contexts used, i.e., different metropolitan areas,
and neighborhoods versus metropolitan areas. Offner and Saks (1971), using the same data set
that Kain (1968) used for Chicago, reached an opposite conclusion. They found that the fractions
of black employment in relation to black representation in neighborhoods was very sensitive to the
form of the regression equation used. They specified the percent of total residents in the
workplace zone who were black in quadratic, rather than linear, form, which Kain used, and
found that black employment remained low in integrated neighborhoods and rose only when the
black residential fraction became substantial. Thus, they suggested that increases in consumer
discrimination resulting from residential dispersal would harm blacks more than the resulting
improvement in job access would benefit them.
Masters (1974), using data from the 1960 Census, used measures of residential
segregation across metropolitan areas rather than across neighborhoods within metropolitan
areas. He found small negative effects of residential segregation on black employment within a
Table 1.2
Job Suburbanization and/or Residential Segregation
Selected
Author(s) Data Source Dependent Variable Independent Variables Major Findings S/M
Kain (1968) Detroit (1952) and
Chicago (1956) Area
Traffic Study.
Offner and Saks
(1971)
1956 Chicago Area
Traffic Study.
Mooney (1969) 1960 Census data for 25
metro areas.
Friedlander
(1972)
Masters (1974)
1960 Census data for 75
metro areas.
1960 Census data for 65
metro areas. Sample
restricted to males.
Percent black of
employment in work-
place zone.
Percent black of
employment in work-
place zone.
Ghetto employment rate.
Seperate equations esti-
mated for males and
females.
Central city black
unemployment rate and
ghetto black unemploy-
ment rate.
Ratio of nonwhite to
white median income.
Percent black of total
residents in workplace
zone; distance between
the center of zone and
major black ghetto.
Percent black oftotal
residents in workplace
zone; distance between
the center of zone and
major black ghetto.
Ratio of central city
employemnt to total
SMSA employment n
wholesale, trade, manu-
facturing, and services;
the metro unemployment
rate; proportion of non-
whites who live in the
central city and work in
the suburbs.
Measures of residential
segregation and the frac-
tion of the metro area
jobs located in the central
city.
Various segregation
indices, the percentage of
SMSA jobs found in
central city divided by
the percentage of SMSA
population living in cen-
tral city, and the relative
percentages of black and
white males living and
working in SMSA who
have suburban jobs.
Found black job loss
attributable to housing
market segregation was
25,000 for Chicago and
9,000 for Detroit Black
employment declined
from 1950 to 1960 by
4,000 to 7,000 jobs due
to manufactoring job
loss.
Kain's results highly
sensitive to form of re-
gression equation used.
Found consumer discrim-
ination resulting from
residential dispersal
would harm blacks more
than improvement in job
access would benefit
them.
Black employment found
to rise with the fraction of
blacks working in the
suburbs and with the
degree ofjob suburban-
ization. But the effect of
the SMSA unemploy-
ment rate was sub-
stantially larger than that
for the suburbanization
or access to ring
variables.
Neither the segregation
indices nor the job
suburbanization variable
were found to have
significant effects on
black employment rates.
All variables related to
Kain's hypotheses
performed poorly and
were seldom statistically
significnat with the
expected signs.
Y/N
N
N
Table 1.2
Job Suburbanization and/or Residential Segregation
Selected
Author(s) Data Source Dependent Variable Independent Variables Major Findings S/M
Farley (1987) 1980 Census and 1977
Census of Industries.
Sample restricted to
black and Latino males.
1970 Census and the
Dept. of Housing and
Urban Development's
1977 Housing Markets
Practices Survey.
Panel Study of Income
Dynamics for 1978
merged with 1980
Census data. Sample
restricted to individuals
who have no more than a
high school degree and
who live within a central
city.
1981 and 1982 National
Longitudinal Survey of
Youth merged with 1980
Census data.
Ratio of the minority
male employment rate for
SMSA to the white male
unemployment rate.
Separate regressions were
run for blacks and
Latinos.
A four equation model is
estimated. The extent
and centralized pattern of
housing segregation and
measures of black-white
economic differences are
treated as endogenous
variables.
Individual's annual labor
earnings minus total
journey-to-work costs.
Separate equations
estimated for four race-
sex groups.
Unemployment duration.
Percentage of SMSA
population that is black
(Latino); percentage of
SMSAs job in manu-
facturing, retail trade,
wholesale trade, and
service industries located
in the central city; per-
centage of SMSA's black
(Latino) population liv-
ing in central city, and
the ratio of percentage of
blacks (Latinos) who
have graduated from high
school to that of the
percentage of whites.
Variables that measure
the SMSA's population,
industrial structure, and
labor and housing
markets.
Percentage of SMSA's
low-skill jobs located in
suburban ring, the
individual's productivity
characteristics; and metro
area descriptors.
Job suburbanization,
measured as the the
fraction of blue-collar
jobs in SMSAs locted in
the suburbs; SMSA
employment rate; and
vector of individual and
family background
variables.
Black and Latino male
unemployment found to
be higher relative to
whites where jobs are
more suburbanized and
the minority population
least so.
Residential segregation is
found to significantly
affect economic dispar-
ities between the races.
Job suburbanization is
found to have a sub-
stantial and equal nega-
tive effect on the net
earnings of less-educated
black and white males
and lesser negative effect
on the net earnings of
females.
Job surbubanization
lengthens black and
white central city and
suburban black youth's
unemployment duration.
Effects are greater in
magnitude for blacks
than whites.
standard statistical metropolitan area (SMSA), and his findings were sensitive to which SMSA's
were included in the analysis.
These studies, while they show that the theoretical prediction of residential segregation's
impact on black economic welfare may not be so straightforward, cannot provide any insight into
Galster (1987)
Ihlanfeldt and
Sjoquist (1989)
Holzer,
Ihlanfeldt, and
Sjoquist (1994)
job access. In a large sense, job access refers to the distribution of people as well as jobs in
metropolitan areas. Moreover, in theory, a disequilibrium between these two distributions can
cause unemployment as well. Thus, some measure of job concentration must be included with
these kinds of studies in order to investigate residential segregation's impact on job access.
Mooney (1969) applied this approach. Using data from the 1960 Census from 25
metropolitan areas, he regressed the ghetto employment-to-population ratio within each
metropolitan area on the SMSA unemployment rate, the ratio of central city employment to total
SMSA employment in wholesale, trade, manufacturing, and services, and on the proportion of
nonwhites who live in the central city and work in the suburbs. He found that black employment
rose with the fraction of blacks working in the suburbs and with the low levels ofjob
decentralization, which supported both Kain's second and third hypotheses. However, he also
found that the impact of the unemployment rate was much greater than that of the residential
access or job decentralization variables. Thus, he concluded that the overall tightness or slackness
of a local economy is a much more important problem for black's economic welfare than either
residential segregation or job decentralization.
Friedlander (1972) also provided contradictory evidence for Kain's hypotheses. He
regressed central city and ghetto black unemployment rates on the fraction of the metropolitan
area's jobs located in the central city, on measures of residential segregation, and on a group of
SMSA control variables, using 1960 Census data for 75 metropolitan areas. None of the
variable's results supported Kain's hypotheses.
Not all studies using job decentralization as a measure to test the spatial mismatch
hypothesis have failed to support Kain's hypotheses. Farley (1987), using data from the 1980
Census and the 1977 Census of Industries, found positive effects ofjob decentralization -
measured by the percentage of the SMSA's jobs in manufacturing, retail trade, wholesale trade,
and service industries located in the central city - on the ratio of black (Latino) unemployment
rates to those of whites in the SMSA. He also found that the fractions of blacks (Latinos) living
in the central city of the SMSA was inversely related to the black (Latino)-white unemployment
ratio. Thus, he concluded that the black (Latino) unemployment rate was lower relative that of
whites where jobs were least suburbanized and where the black (Latino) population was least
concentrated it the central cities. Thus, Farley's results support Kain's second and third
hypotheses.
There are problems in using job and/or population suburbanization as a method to test
Kain's hypotheses. Studies that use job and/or population decentralization measures are difficult
to interpret because they suffer from endogeneity problems (Jencks and Mayer, 1989). First, it is
possible that employers move from the central city to the suburbs precisely because of social
problems in the central city which these employers may in fact link to black unemployment levels
or residential segregation, such as crime. Second, studies using residential suburbanization
measures generally do not use personal variables to control for selectivity biases inherent in
residential mobility (Holzer, 1989). Since migration of mostly middle-class residents to the
suburbs leaves behind poorer residents in the central-cities, it is difficult to say how much of the
employment advantages of suburban over central-city blacks is due to residential location as
opposed to personal characteristics. Given this problem, individual level data should be used to
control for individual differences.
Galster's (1987) study responded to the first criticism. His four-equation models took into
account the simultaneity between black economic welfare and residential segregation. In his
model, he treated the extent of residential segregation as endogenous. He treated variables that
measured the SMSA's industrial structure and population, and its housing and labor market
outcomes as exogenous. He found that residential segregation severely hampered the economic
welfare of blacks relative to whites, thus supporting Kain's second hypothesis.
Ihlanfeldt and Sjoquist's (1989) study responds to the second of these criticisms. They
used individual data from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics for 1978 and SMSA data from the
1980 Census. They regressed the annual labor earnings minus total journey-to-work cost on the
individual's productivity characteristics, a measure ofjob decentralization for low-skilled jobs, and
other variables controlling for the metropolitan's characteristics. They found that job
decentralization had a large and negative effect on earnings for both less-educated black and white
males and a smaller negative effect on earnings for females. They also found, using a residential
mobility model that estimated location, that the average black worker did not relocate to the
suburbs in response to a "job-decentralization-induced loss in earnings," while the average white
worker did (Ihlanfeldt, 1990, pp. 31). The first result supports Kain's third hypothesis. The
second finding suggests that central city blacks' earnings losses were more severe and that racial
discrimination in the suburban housing market restricted blacks mobility, thus supporting Kain's
second hypothesis.
Ihlanfeldt (1990) also argued that job decentralization studies are flawed because they use
wrong measures ofjob decentralization. He criticized studies that have included all of an SMSA's
jobs, or jobs across broad industrial classifications. He suggested that job decentralization
measures should only include low-skill jobs, since central city blacks have low educational
attainment that only qualifies them for these kinds ofjobs. While this point is well taken, it is not
a fair criticism on a number of accounts. First, the measure ofjob decentralization should be
made for jobs not only for which blacks are qualified, but also for jobs in which we find blacks
working. Therefore, job decentralization measures using broad industrial classifications are fair so
long as we use the industries in which a majority of blacks work. Given a job decentralization
measure using broad industrial classifications, we should still expect blacks to have higher
unemployment rates relative to whites where these jobs are more suburbanized ifjob
decentralization affects black unemployment in the way that Kain suggested. In fact, Farley
(1987) used broad industrial classifications in his decentralization measure and found that job
decentralization negatively affected black and Latino male unemployment relative to whites.
Secondly, Kain (1968) used a broad industrial category, namely manufacturing, to initially
investigate the role ofjob decentralization on black employment levels. He used this industrial
category, I suspect, not only because there are many low-skilled jobs in manufacturing, but also
because that is where many Chicago blacks worked in the 1960s, in fact around 20 percent (Kain,
1968). Thirdly, Holzer, Ihlanfeldt, and Sjoquist (1994), found that the correlation between their
job decentralization measure using blue-collar jobs only, and one using total employment across
SMSAs was greater than 0.9 and that the use of either measure did not change the coefficients
effect in their model. Thus, it seems reasonable that the different job decentralization measures
employed in these studies are fair measures and do not significantly alter nor bias the results of
their impact on black economic welfare.
These studies are also limited by the choice of dependent variable used to measure black
economic welfare. Most of these studies have used the unemployment or employment rate, or
employment-to-population ratios using cross-sectional data, i.e., static measures. It has been
shown in labor economics that workers constantly move into and out of unemployment. It has
also been shown that the unemployment rate, for example, is made up of three different dynamic
parts. Suits and Morgenstern (1967) showed that incidence (N), frequency (S), and duration (D)
of unemployment are mathematically related to the unemployment rate by the equation:
U=(N x S x D)/52.
Thus, if we are attempting to explain racial differences in the unemployment rate, for example, it
might be a good idea to decompose the unemployment rate into its three component parts to
determine where the significant racial differences in unemployment are being generated. For
example, Clark and Summers (1979), in their seminal article on unemployment dynamics, showed
that unemployment duration (D) is the most crucial component of observed unemployment rates
of youth and adults alike. If unemployment duration is observed to be the most crucial
component of the unemployment rate, and if unemployment duration differences between blacks
and whites explain more of their unemployment rate differences than the other components of the
unemployment rate, then this measure should be used in any analysis of racial differences in
unemployment. If, however, spells of unemployment differences between blacks and whites is
observed to be the most crucial component of racial differences in unemployment, then it should
be used. In this way, we can determine the best measure to use in any analysis to get the most
accurate picture of the factors affecting racial differences in unemployment.
Holzer, Ihlanfeldt, and Sjoquist (1994) used the duration of unemployment as a measure
of black economic welfare. Using longitudinal data from the National Longitudinal Survey of
Youth (NLSY) from the 1981 and 1982 cohorts, they regressed the duration of unemployment on
a job decentralization measure and on individual and family characteristics for a sample of young
white and black adults. They found that job decentralization had substantially more negative
effects on blacks' than whites' unemployment, supporting Kain's third hypothesis. They also found
that the effects ofjob decentralization were negative for suburban blacks, but not suburban
whites. They argued that this finding also supports Kain's third hypothesis since most suburban
blacks live in neighborhoods on the fringe of central city ghetto areas, or, in other words, that
suburban blacks were no better off compared to their central city counterparts with respect to job
access.
While this study improved the measure used for black economic welfare in spatial
mismatch studies, it could have been further improved in one important way. The sample
selectivity problems inherent in their study could have been minimized. They measured
unemployment duration only for those who eventually found work, thus leaving out of the sample
those youth who remained unemployed. Black youth tend to have longer unemployment
durations than comparable white youth (Clark and Summers, 1979). Black youth with long
uncompleted unemployment duration spells, then, were likely to have been excluded from this
sample. It is likely that as a result of this sample selection the results for blacks are biased
downwards.
Suburban Versus Central City Residence
Others use a much more straight forward way to examine Kain's hypotheses. These
spatial mismatch studies compare the labor market outcomes of suburban and central city
residents to test mainly Kain's third hypothesis. (See table 1.3.) Since employment has been
moving from the central city to the suburbs over the past few decades, and because blacks remain
Table 1.3
Central City versus Suburban Residential Locations
Selected
Author(s) Data Source Dependent Variable Independent Variables Major Findings S/M
1966 Survey of Econ-
omic Opportunity data
for 12 largest SMSAs.
Microdata. Sample
restricted to males.
1973 National Opinion
Research Corporation for
the Adult Performance
Level Prject data. Sam-
ple age ranged 18-64,
living in many different
metro areas.
Price and Mills 1978 Current Population
(1985) Survey. Sample re-
stricted to fully employed
males, aged 25 to 59,
living in large SMSAs.
1979-1987 National
Longitudinal Survey of
Youth.
1988 data from Chicago
Gautreaux program.
Sample consisted of
female heads of
household.
1970 Chicago Census
Employment Survey.
Sample restricted to 16-
21 year old males.
Weekly earnings, un-
employment rates, and
occupational status.
Sample stratified by race,
sex, and residential
location (central city
versus suburban ring)
and earnings equations
estimated for each group.
Annual earnings.
Jobless rate.
Employment rate.
Unemployment and
employment rates; travel
time; and occupational
status.
Residential location:
central city poverty area,
rest of central city, or
suburban ring
Years of education, of
vocational training, of
work experience and a
measure of functioanl
competance.
Residence in central city
versus suburbs, personal
and metro area charac-
teristics (population,
unemployment rate, and
set of regional amenity
variables).
Residential location
(central city vs. suburbs);
SMSA unemployment
rate; vector of individual
and family background
variables.
Years since move; vector
of individual control
variables.
Residential location
(West versus South side
of Chicago).
Harrison (1972)
Vrooman and
Greenfield
(1980)
more residentially concentrated in the central city, in part because of residential segregation, they
Frequency distributions
of earnings, unemploy-
ment, and occupational
status are very similar
across resicential
locations for both blacks
and whites.
Results indicated that as
much as 40 percent ofthe
earnings gap between
white and black males
could be eliminated by
the disperal of central
city black males. The
earnings gap for females
would increase by 10
percent if black females
dispersed.
The concentration of
blacks in central cities
can at most explain 6
percent of lower black
annual earningsin re-
lation to whites out of a
total difference of 34
percent
Found that higher rate of
inner-city joblessness is
due more to individual
differences, race, and
metro labor market
conditions than resi-
dential location.
Central city blacks who
move to suburbs have a
14 percent advantage in
gaining employment over
those that move to
another central city
location.
Black youths in West
side, where there were
more job opportunities,
had nearly same labor
market outcomes as those
from South side. West
side white youths had
better labor market
oucomes than those of
West side black youth.
N
Y/N
Acs and
Wissoker
(1991)
Rosenbaum and
Popkin (1991)
Ellwood (1986)
are unable to relocate to the suburbs. The expectation, then, is that blacks who are able to locate
to the suburbs should perform better in the labor market than their central city counterparts
because of better job accessibility.
Harrison (1974), using this central city versus suburban residential location comparison,
was one of the first major critics of Kain's hypothesis. Using data form the 1966 Survey of
Economic Opportunity, he found that black suburban residents had higher unemployment rates,
lower earnings, and lower occupational status than black residents in central city nonpoverty
tracts. However, he also found that these three welfare measures for whites conformed to the
predictions of the standard urban model. He therefore rejected Kain's model and concluded that
racial discrimination in labor markets was a more important problem.
Vrooman and Greenfield (1980) estimated the effect of blacks' residential decentralization
on the black-white difference in earnings, using data from the 1973 National Opinion Research
Corporation for the Adult Performance Level Project. They found that approximately 40 percent
of the earnings gap could vanish between white and black males if central city black males
decentralized. However, they found that the earnings gap between black and white females would
increase by about 10 percent if central city females decentralized.
The discrepancies in the findings of these two studies may stem from the fact neither one
controlled for individual nor metropolitan area characteristics. These characteristics affect the
labor market outcomes of individuals and may be more important in determining the labor market
outcome differences between central city and suburban residents. Controlling for these
differences in characteristics becomes all the more important since most of these studies use
micro-level data.
The work of Price and Mills (1985), based on data from the 1978 Current Population
Survey, included controls for both individual and metropolitan area characteristics. They found
that differences in earnings between central city and suburban residents could explain no more
than 6 percent of the 34 percent difference in earnings between blacks and whites. These results
differ markedly from those of Vrooman and Greenfield (1980), suggesting that individual and
metropolitan area differences between blacks and whites accounted for much more of the earnings
differences between the races than residential location.
These studies make no distinction between how distance from jobs may affect workers
differently if they have a college or high school education. No one would dispute the notion that
distance from work hurts college educated workers in white-collar occupations less than high
school educated workers in blue-collar occupations. In fact, the standard urban model predicts
that the former should have longer commutes to work than the latter because of their increased
access to job information and willingness to pay higher commuting costs. In other words,
distance to work may be much more of a barrier to getting a job for workers with limited
education. It could be that there were plenty of black college educated white-collar workers who
lived in the central city and commuted to work in the suburbs in these samples. The inclusion of
workers of all skill levels, then, may explain why there is little difference in these welfare measures
between central city and suburban blacks. It is fairly clear, then, that welfare comparisons
between central city and suburban residents should be made for those with limited education.
It could also be the case that a suburban residence was of little economic benefit in the
1960s. Jobs have continued to leave central cities since the 1970s (Kasarda, 1989). It is likely,
then, that these residential and job cleavages have intensified since the 1960s. Jencks and Mayer
(1990) showed that in 1967-71 black men who lived in central cities of large SMSAs were about
as likely to work as blacks who lived in the suburbs. This finding is consistent with Harrison's
using 1960 data. Kasarda (1989), using Current Population Survey data for men who had not
finished high school, showed that in 1969 joblessness for black men averaged 18.8 percent in the
central cities and 16.3 percent in the suburbs, suggesting that black suburbanites with limited
education were not much better off than their central city counterparts. Again, this finding is
consistent with the idea that the suburbs presented no economic benefit to blacks, as Harrison
suggests. However, after 1969, in both the central cities and suburbs, joblessness rose steadily,
but it rose much slower in the suburbs than in the central cities, so that by 1987, 49.5 percent of
all black male central city residents without a high school degree were jobless compared to 33.4
percent in the suburbs (Jencks and Mayer, 1990). Thus, a suburban residential location may have
become more important since the 1960s because of increasing job decentralization. These
intensified central city/suburban cleavages may have become more important over time since the
1960s because job decentralization in addition to black middle-class flight from the inner cities
have combined to house the black poor in central cities where they are more subject to
'concentration effects' that further limit inner city blacks' employability.
The contradictory evidence found in making welfare comparisons between central city and
suburban residents may result from not only which decade is used to make these comparisons, but
also from the fact that these studies treat residential location as an exogenous event. Residential
location in many instances, however, is an endogenous event in employment process. In this
instance, those with jobs that pay well are more likely to move to the suburbs. In other words,
residential choice is affected by an individual's economic status. If residential location were a truly
exogenous event then we are assuming that those who live in the suburbs are more likely to get
jobs only because of their better spatial access to jobs. In the previous studies, then, the samples
of suburban residents may contain, one, high earning blacks who may work in the central city, and
they may contain, two, high earning blacks who tend to do well in the labor market, regardless of
residential location, but may have the tendency to move to the suburbs. Studies that fail to treat
residential location as endogenous, therefore, will tend to bias the results towards supporting
Kain's hypotheses. Jencks and Mayer's (1990) and Kasarda's (1989) findings, then, are more
suspect than Harrison's since they tend to support Kain's hypotheses.
Acs and Wissoker (1991) use more recent data and restrict their sample to young males to
control for the endogeneity of residential location. Young people are'more likely to live at home.
Given this, their location is treated as exogenous since it is their parents who chose where they are
to live. Using the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY) for 1979 - 1987, they found
that the higher jobless rate of inner-city youth was due more to individual differences, with race
being very important, and to metropolitan labor market conditions than to location in central city.
In fact, they found that location in the central city had a negligible effect on young males
joblessness.
On the other hand, Rosenbaum and Popkin's (1991) results seemingly contradict Acs and
Wissoker's findings. Using data from the Gautreaux program beginning in 1976 in Chicago,
which helps low-income black families with a female head of household move from public housing
into private market housing, they found that low-income central city blacks who move to the
suburbs had a 14 percent advantage in gaining employment over those low-income central city
blacks who moved to another location in the central city. Acs and Wissoker used aggregate data.
Given this, it is likely that, as Kain (1985) suggested, their suburban sample included blacks who
lived in those parts of the suburbs that were fundamentally no different than the central cities.
The sample in Rosenbaum and Popkin's study included those who moved to well-to-do, middle-
class, white suburbs that most likely offered the best employment opportunities.
To make matters more complicated, Ellwood (1986) compared the labor market outcomes
of young black males living in the South side of Chicago, where few jobs existed, with those from
the West side, where Ellwood contended there were more spatially accessible jobs in 1970. He
found that black youth on the West side had nearly the same high unemployment rates as black
youth on the South side. In addition, restricting the analysis to only the West side, Ellwood found
that white youth unemployment rates were much lower than those of black youth.
The discrepancies in these studies' results may also stem from what some have stated as a
weakness in central city versus suburban comparisons to test Kain's hypothesis. Ihlanfeldt (1990)
argued that these kinds of tests implicitly assume that suburban employment growth uniformly
improves the economic opportunities of all suburban households. As Kain (1992) argued, blacks'
residential patterns within the suburban rings of most metropolitan areas are still quite limited,
and, more importantly, are still quite removed from the suburban locus of employment. To Kain
(1992) and Ihlanfeldt (1990), a suburban residential location for blacks may make little difference
in improving their economic welfare. While these criticism are valid, and may explain why
Harrison (1974) and Acs and Wissoker (1991) did not find labor market outcome differences
between central city and suburban blacks since the used aggregate data, and may explain why
Rosenbaum and Popkin (1991) did since they used a best case scenario, they cannot explain why
Ellwood (1986) found that young black males in the South and West side, where jobs were more
plentiful and accessible than the South side of Chicago, had very similar labor market outcomes.
However, Kasarda (1989) criticized Ellwood's assumption that jobs were more plentiful in the
West versus the South side of Chicago, arguing instead that the labor markets for new entrants in
either area were not fundamentally different. He further argued that it should be no surprise that
the black youth's labor market outcomes in both areas were not fundamentally different. While
these criticisms do shed light on why we should not be surprised at some of the findings using this
methodological approach, they are still not sufficient since black's residential move to the suburbs,
even if the part of the suburban area that these blacks move to borders the central city, may still
position them in many instances closer to the nexus ofjobs than if they had remained in the central
cities.
Job Accessibility, Commuting Times, and Distances to Work
Another set of spatial mismatch studies uses a different strategy to test Kain's hypotheses.
This strategy attempts to relate the labor market performance of workers living in a metropolitan
area to a specific measure of job accessibility. (See table 1.4.) These studies generally consider
zones or census tracts within a metropolitan area and use average travel time (commuting time),
distance, or job availability as a measure of job access. In fact, Kain used distance of each tract
from the major black ghetto in Chicago and Detroit. Under this methodological framework, if the
job access measure affects the likelihood of employment and if blacks' job access measures are
more positively correlated with unemployment than that of whites, then part of the unemployment
rate difference between blacks and whites can be attributed to blacks' poorer job access.
Hutchinson (1974, 1978) examined the relationship between job access and employment
(labor force participation in his second article). He used the number of all jobs located within a
Table 1.4
Job Accessibility, Commuting Times, and Distnaces to Work
Selected
Author(s) Data Source Dependent Variable Independent Variables Major Findings S/M
Hutchison 1967 household survey Employment and labor Job access within the Job access is found to Y/N(1974,1978) by the Southwestern force participatin residential zone, mea- have a small positive
Pennsylvania Regional probabilities. Separate sured by the number of effect on both the
Planning Commission of equations estimated for jobs with a reasonable probability of
Pittsbutgh SMSA. each racial group and commute of the zone; employment and labor
Sample consists of location (central city index of housing segre- force participation.
household heads residing versus suburbs). gation; and productivity
in 85 traffic-analysis variables.
zones.
Leonard (1986) 1980 Census tract data Mean commuting time Number ofjobs within a Blacks are found to have N
for Los Angeles and and employment rates for 15-minute commute of longer commutes even
Orange Counties. Infor- the census tract. each census tract divided after controlling for job
mation on the geographic by the population 16 access. Job access has a
distribution ofjobs is years of age and older in small positive effect on
added to census tracts the commuting zone; the the employment rate of
from the 1974 and 1978 racial composition of the teenagers, but no effect
Equal Employment tract on adults. Dominant
Opportunity Surveys. explanatory variable is
racial composition of the
tract.
Green and 1985 Washington, DC, Average regional Accessibility index for Found no significant N
James (1993) Regional Employment accessibility of white racial groups in origin accessibilty differences
Census data. (black) households to zone to jobs in desti- between whites and
jobs in regoin. nation zones; number of blacks inthe Wash-
white (black) households ington, DC area,
in zone; number ofjobs
in zone; and travel time
from origin to destination
zone.
reasonable commuting time of 85 poverty zones in his study of Pittsburgh neighborhoods in 1967.
His results showed small, negative effects ofjob access on employment (and labor force
participation) for whites and blacks, and that the negative effects for blacks were much stronger.
Leonard (1986), using census tract level data for the Los Angeles metropolitan area,
found that in census tracts with a higher percentage of blacks, mean commuting time was higher.
He then examined whether these higher commuting times were caused by poorer job access. He
regressed mean commuting time on a measure ofjob access - the number ofjobs within a 15
minute commute of each census tract, divided by the population in the commuting zone
controlling for other relevant variables. He found that controlling for job accessibility, blacks had
longer commutes. He concluded that these longer commutes are caused more by labor market
discrimination, which causes blacks to search farther to get jobs, than by poorer job access.
Furthermore, Leonard also regressed the census tract employment rate on this job access
measure, the percentage of the tract that is black, and other relevant control variables. He found
that job access had no effect on adults employment rates, but did have a small, positive effect on
youth. However, the percentage of the tract that is black had a strong, negative effect on the
employment rate, suggesting, once again, that race was more important. Thus, in both
Hutchinson's and Leonard's studies, little evidence is provided to support the spatial mismatch
hypothesis.
Green and James (1993), using Regional Employment Census data from the Metropolitan
Washington Council of Governments for the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area, calculated
accessibility indices for 182 zones in the area. Their accessibility index reflected the ease with
which white and black households or individuals in origin zones reach jobs in destination zones
based on their respective locations. They then used t tests to determine whether or not there was
significant accessibility differences between the races and found none. Their results did not
support the spatial mismatch hypothesis for the Washington, D.C. area.
Like many of the studies discussed above, Leonard's (1986), Hutchinson's (1974, 1978),
and Green and James' (1993) studies, which used a direct measure ofjob access, may have biased
results of the job access effect on employment since they do not control for the endogeneity
problem of location. That is, it is difficult to determine whether people with jobs move closer to
their jobs or whether people without jobs move where jobs are located and then receive jobs. In
this instance, the results of the job access effect on employment may underestimate these effects,
and, therefore, bias the results against the spatial mismatch hypothesis. At the same time,
however, people with jobs that pay well may choose to live in residential areas far away from
centers of employment. Without controlling for this endogeneity problem, the results of the job
access effect on employment may overestimate these effects, and, therefore, bias the results in
favor of the spatial mismatch hypothesis. One way to minimize this endogeneity problem, as I
discussed above, is to restrict the analysis to youth who live at home. Leonard (1986) does
examine teenagers, who are most likely to live at home, and finds only small, positive results for
the effect ofjob access on employment. So even after controlling in some way for the
endogeneity of location, the results do not strongly favor the spatial mismatch hypothesis.
Firm Relocation and Job Access
Others use the event of a relocating firm to examine the spatial mismatch hypothesis. (See
table 1.5.) This research treats a firm's move as an exogenous shock in the labor market to
control for the endogeneity problem of residential location in spatial mismatch studies.
Usually, these studies examine the impact of a firm's move from the central city to the suburbs on
the employees employment, commuting time or distances traveled to work. Inferences can be
drawn from these results that either confirm or reject the spatial mismatch story.
Zax and Kain (1991) examined eight years of employment records from 1971 to 1978,
including the records for new hires, of a particular service industry firm located in Detroit's
Central Business District. During the fourth year, the firm moved to Dearborn, which is a suburb
of Detroit and directly adjacent to Detroit's city border. They examined the effects of the firm's
relocation on workers' moves, quits, and commuting adjustments. They included in their probit
models of quits a dummy variable to distinguish workers whose commute times from their original
Data Source
Data from the payroll
records of an unidentified
service firm located in
Detroit SMSA.
Data from unidentified
food-processing plant
located in Milwaukee
SMSA.
Author(s)
Zax and Kain
(1991)
Fernandez
(1994)
residences were reduced by the firm relocation to Dearborn, or what they call winners, from those
whose commute times were increased, or losers. The probits for the years following the move
indicated that the black and white losers were more likely to move compared to black and white
winners. The quit probits showed that few of the white losers responded to the relocation by
quitting their jobs following the firm's move to Dearborn. Zax and Kain suggest that the new
housing opportunities were sufficient to persuade white losers to remain with the firm and to rely
entirely on moves to solve their distance problems. Black losers were far more likely to quit than
black winners. However, blacks were more likely to quit than comparable whites because of the
longer commuting times that they had to travel to get to work. This evidence was taken to
suggest that residential segregation constrained blacks' housing options in adjusting to the
relocation of the firm. This evidence supports Kain's second and third hypotheses.
Table 1.5
Firm Relocation
Selected
Dependent Variable Independent Variables
Residential-move and Commuting time and an
job-quit probabilities. extensive set of control
Separate equations variables that should
estimated for whites and affect move and quit
blacks. decisions.
Travel time and distance Commute by car; Switch
to work. to car for commute to
new plant; working shift;
salaried versus wage
earners; race; and gender.
Major Findings S/M
For whites, the effects of Y
commutes on move and
quit propensities are
statistically significnat
with the anticipated
signs. Commute effects
are insignificnat in the
black equations. Results
support the hypothesis
that quits and moves by
workers whose resi-
dential locations are
constrained by segre-
gation are insensitive to
commutes.
Results show that plant Y
relocation has the
potential to induce
mismatches between
workers' residences and
jobs; these problems
more severe for
minorities.
While this study is unique in comparison to other spatial mismatch studies, and while its
results are interesting, it is limited in two important ways. First, a higher quit rate for blacks in
relation to whites after the firms relocation may not necessarily have implied that their residential
choices may have been constrained in the suburbs or that there was a greater impact upon them by
the spatial mismatch imposed by the firm's move (Fernandez, 1994). To determine this, one needs
to know what happened to those who quit. If blacks who quit went on to equal or better jobs
than whites who quit, then their results overstate the effect of the spatial mismatch. If, however,
whites who quit did better but no worse than blacks who quit, then their analysis understates the
effects of the spatial mismatch. In order to resolve these issues, additional data must be obtained
from those who quit. Second, it is likely that the firm's move to the suburbs cannot be treated as
an exogenous shock in the labor market. It is just as likely that the firm relocated to the suburbs
because it wanted to distance itself from a predominantly black area. In this case, distance may be
a tool, as Fernandez (1994) notes, that employers use to rid themselves of black workers.
Therefore, although space or distance would be a factor in blacks higher quit rates in relation to
those of whites after the firm's move, the cause would be employer discrimination, assuming we
accept blacks higher quit rates as indicative of their inability to move as a result of racial
discrimination in Dearborn's housing markets. The policy implications of this view are very
different from those advanced by Zax and Kain. These differences will be discussed more in detail
in the next section.
To avoid these issues, Fernandez (1994) used both travel time and distance, instead of quit
rates, as dependent variables in his longitudinal study of a Milwaukee food-processing plant that
was, at the time, moving from the city's Central Business District to the suburban ring. To avoid
the confounding influence of employer discrimination on distance that is inherent in such studies,
Fernandez (1994) verified as best as he could that the firm was not moving to the suburbs to
distance itself from the black population or to rid itself of its minority workers. Also, his study
followed those who left the firm which is important in assessing the true impact of the firm's
relocation. Last, he included important individual and family characteristic variables, which were
not included in Zax and Kain's (1991) study, that may have also been important determinants of
residential relocation. His results showed that the plant relocation had the potential to induce
mismatches between workers' residences and jobs, and that these mismatches would be most
severe for minorities. Fernandez' findings, therefore, support the mismatch hypothesis.
Although Fernandez' (1994) study is an improvement from Zax and Kain's (1991), there
are still limitations to studies that follow firm relocations to test the spatial mismatch hypothesis.
First, the extremely small sample sizes of minority workers in Fernandez' study (87 blacks, 27
Latinos, and 3 Native Americans) makes it difficult to accept the generalizeability of such studies
on the average minority worker's response to a firm relocation. In addition, it is difficult to
control for the fact that this firm may have had unique characteristics which made it difficult for
minority workers to follow the firm's move. Both of these issues limit the generalizeability of
such studies. The reconciliation of these issues can only be achieved by the convergence of
results from many more similar studies.
Spatial Mismatch in the Youth Labor Market
Researchers also use the case of youth to investigate the spatial mismatch's role in
determining higher black unemployment. (See table 1.6.) They do so for a number of reasons,
some of which I have mentioned throughout this chapter. First, researchers use the case of youth
Table 1.6
Spatial Mismatch and the Youth Labor Market
Selected
Author(s) Data Source Dependent Variable Independent Variables Major Findings S/M
Osterman
(1980)
1960 and 1970 SMSA-
level Census data for 54
SMSAs.
Ellwood (1986) 1970 Census data (tract
level) for Chicago
SMSA; 1970 Chicago
Area Transportation
Study.
Ihlanfeldt and 1980 Public-Use
Sjoquist (1990) Microdata Sample for
Philadelphia SMSA.
Ihlanfeldt and
Sjoquist
(1991a)
1980 Public-Use
Microdata for 43
SMSAs. Sample is
restricted to teenagers
who lived at home within
central cities.
Rate of employment, rate
of labor force partici-
pation, and the rate of
school enrollment.
Separate models esti-
mated for white and
black 16 to 19 year olds.
Census tract employment
rate for out-of-school 16
to 21 year olds.
Employment probability.
Separate equations are
estimated for blacks and
whites broken down by
age, whether the youth
still lived at home; and
enrollment status.
Employment probability.
Separate equations
estimated for blacks and
whites.
Number of adult women
and white (black) youth
in the labor force as a
percentage of total em-
ployment; ratio ofjobs in
the central city to subur-
ban jobs divided by the
ratio of the population in
the central city to the
population in the
suburbs.
Percentage of tract's
population that is black,
Spanish-speaking, poor,
and under 25 years of
age; three measures of
job access computed for
each community zone;
1) the number ofjobs
within a 30-minute rapid
transit commute ofthe
zone; 2) the number of
jobs located within the
zone divided by the num-
ber of people in the zone;
3) the average journey-
to-work time for workers
living in the zone.
Job access measures are
computed for 26 resi-
dential zones. Principle
measure ofjob access is
the mean travel time of
low-wage workers who
travel to work by private,
motorized carrier and
who lived in the same
residential zone as the
youth. Separate time
computed for blacks and
whites.
Mean travel time for low-
wage workers living
within the central city;
metropolitan labor
market descriptors
(unemployment rate of
prime-age males, adult
femaltes as a percentage
of the labor force).
Suburbanization ofjobs
relative to workers is not
found to effect youth em-
ployment. Small part of
the differential labor
market experience of
white and black youth is
attributed to the compe-
tition black youth en-
counter from women and
white youth.
None of the job access
measures are found to
have an important
influence on the
employment rate, and the
estimated coefficient on
percent black is un-
affected by their
inclusion.
Job access is found to
have a strong effect on
the job probabilities of
white and black youth.
From one-third to one-
half of the racial gap in
youth employment rates
is attributable to job
access, depending on the
group used.
For both races, travel
time is found to have a
strong effect on job
probability.
Table 1.6
Spatial Mismatch and the Youth Labor Market
Selected
Author(s) Data Source Dependent Variable Independent Variables Major Findings S/M
1980 Public-Use
Microdata for 50
SMSAs.
1980 Public-Use
Microdata 10 SMSAs
with the largest Latino
populations.
1981 and 1982 National
Longitudinal Survey of
Youth.
Ihlanfeldt
(1992)
Employment probability.
Separate equations
estimated for whites,
blacks, and Latinos, and
for family income,
central city versus
suburbs, and large versus
small metro areas.
Employment probabiilty.
Separate equations
estimated for whites and
Latinos.
Time spent traveling to
and searching for work;
disantace traveled
searching for and going
to work.
Mean travel time for low-
wage workers in same
residential zones as
youths who use private,
motorized carrier (mean
travel times are computed
for each racial/ethnic
group); dummy variables
for each metro area; and
a vector of personal and
family background
variables.
Mean travel time for low-
wage workers in same
residential zones as
youths who use private,
motorized carrier (mean
travel times are computed
for each racial/ethnic
group); dummy variables
for each metro area; and
a vector of personal and
family background
variables.
Residential location
(central city versus
suburbs); transportation
mode; land area; job
suburb-anization,
measured as the fraction
of blue-collar jobs that
are located in the
suburbs.
to overcome the simultaneity problem between residential location and employment. They restrict
the sample to youth because in most instances their residential locations can be considered an
exogenous event, i.e., it is decided by their parent(s). Furthermore, it is unlikely that whether or
not a young person has ajob influences a parents decision of where or when to move." Second,
"
0Restricting the sample to youth as a method to minimize the endogeneity ofjob and
residential location is more likely to be successful for teenagers and youth in their very early
Job access is important in
determining youth
employmet in each case,
except in smaller metro
areas. Job access is less
importnat in explainng
differences in black and
white employment rates
at the national level than
at the SMSA level.
Job access has important
effect on job probability
of both Laitnos and white
youth, and that 25 to
30% of the racial/ethnic
difference in employment
rates is attributable to
Latinos living farther
from jobs.
Blacks spend more time
traveling to work than
whites, but cover less dis-
tance, particularly for
males. Differences in
distances traveled while
searching for work are no
different than those while
working. Time cost per
mile traveled is higher for
blacks. This higher cost
is in part attributalbe to
black's lower car
ownership.
Ilandfeldt
(1993)
Holzer,
Ihlanfeldt, and
Sjoquist (1994)
it is also the case that youth perform more poorly in the labor market, have more difficulty
commuting since fewer of them have means to private transportation, and receive less job
information than their adult counterparts. Given this, one should expect that the spatial mismatch
may be more of a problem for youth than their adult counterparts. Third, racial/ethnic
unemployment and/or jobless rate differentials are much larger for youth in relation to their adult
counterparts. Finally, as Ihlanfeldt (1990) notes, because of black youth's extremely high
unemployment rates, there is much more policy concern for the possible consequences of this high
unemployment on future employment, i.e., scarring effects. That is, because youth are unable to
maintain stable work patterns, or get job skills and work attitudes as a result of high
unemployment, they are more likely to experience higher unemployment and lower wages as they
age in the labor market.
Osterman (1980) investigated the relative importance of the spatial mismatch and hiring-
queue hypotheses in determining high levels of black youth joblessness. The hiring-queue
hypothesis holds that employers have a preference for hiring certain groups of workers over
others. Hiring is based on group membership rather than on individual productivity differences of
members within the groups. Effectively, then, employers rank workers according to their group
membership by preference. Ranking of groups is, in part, determined by the groups average
productivity profile. This ranking causes a hiring queue to take form. Osterman was interested in
whether women and white youth were in competition with black youth for jobs. Using separate
equations for black and white youth, he regressed the employment and labor force participation
rate on the ratio ofjobs in the central city to suburban jobs, divided by the ratio of the population
twenties, than young adults who are in their mid to late twenties.
of the central city to the population of the suburbs and on variables to measure the competition of
adult women and either white or black youths. He found that a small part of the labor market
outcome differential between blacks and whites is attributable to employer preferences for adult
women and white youth. However, he found that job decentralization was not important in
explaining the racial differentials for labor market outcomes, thus offering no support for the
spatial mismatch hypothesis.
Osterman's model was criticized on two accounts (Ihlanfeldt, 1990). First, he did not
include variables that measured individual and family background differences among the youth.
This is a valid criticism since individual and family background differences are also important
determinants of racial youth employment differentials (Ellwood, 1982). Second, his measure of
job decentralization was viewed as being too crude since it included all jobs rather than only jobs
for which youth are qualified to hold, e.g., low-skilled. However, as I suggested earlier in the
chapter, this criticism of the job decentralization measure using all jobs is unfair since the
correlation ofjob decentralization measures using all jobs or blue-collar jobs only is very high.
Ellwood, using direct measures ofjob access, also tested the spatial mismatch hypothesis.
Because of the extensive job access measures used in his study, the results from his analysis have
been frequently cited as conclusive evidence against the spatial mismatch hypothesis. Ellwood
used three spatial mismatch proxies in his analysis of Chicago census tract data, with variants that
depended on whether the particular measure was for all workers, teenagers, or blue-collar service
workers. While he used 1,132 census tracts in Chicago as observations in his regressions, the
three spatial access variables were defined for only 116 zones. The three measures he used were,
JOB SNEAR, the proportions of all SMSA jobs that can be reached within 30 minutes by public
transit from the zone; IMPORTRATIO, the ratio of all jobs in the zone to all resident workers;
and, AVTIME, the average travel time to work for all workers, blue-collar, service, and teenage
workers, living in the zone. The dependent variable was the employment rate for out-of-school
16 to 21 year old youths living in census tracts. He obtained small, positive effects ofjob access
on the employment rate for all but one of the access variables. The other access variable,
JOB SNEAR, was insignificant. In addition, the coefficient on percent black, the other key
independent variable, was not affected by the inclusion of the alternative access variables in the
equations, suggesting that the racial differences in the employment rates did not result from whites
having better job proximity.
Ellwood then substituted community zone dummy variables for the measures of job access
in his employment rate equations. As a result of this procedure, the percent black coefficient
increased, suggesting that racial differences in the employment rate within the zone were larger
than the differences between zones. These results, along with those from his third experiment,
which I reviewed in the central city versus suburban residence section, led him to reject "space"
and accept "race" as the primary determinant of black youths lower employment.
Leonard (1986) was the first to criticize Ellwood's work. He suggested that since the job
access measures were based on small samples, the small magnitude of the job access coefficients
may have reflected measurement error. Also, like Osterman's study, Ellwood used data
aggregated over zones within the Chicago area. Thus, he could not adequately account for
individual and family background differences between black and white youths that may have also
caused racial differences in labor market outcomes. Last, as Kain (1992) notes, Ellwood's pooling
of male and female teenagers may have biased his results since female workers are more likely to
rely on public transportation than their male counterparts.
In response to the methodological weaknesses of previous spatial mismatch studies,
Ihlanfeldt (1992, 1993) and Ihlanfeldt and Sjoquist (1990, 1991a) have published a series of
articles examining the impact of job accessibility on youth employment. All of their research
supports the view that the spatial mismatch is a determinant of black youth's low employment
levels, contradicting the findings of both Osterman and Ellwood. Their analyses of youth
unemployment used individual data from the public use microdata sample (PUMS) for 1980 in
either one or two SMSAs, or for many large SMSAs. In their analyses, they generally divide
SMSAs into residential zones delineated in the 1980 PUMS. They then construct their main
independent variable for job access, measured by the mean travel time of low-wage workers, who
traveled to work by private, motorized carrier and lived in the same residential zone as the
individual youth. In addition, they use a set of individual and family background control variables.
They then estimate job probability models and examine the partial derivatives of job probability
with respect to travel time. Equations are usually estimated for white and black youth, and Latino
youth when possible, to compare the impact ofjobs accessibility on these different racial/ethnic
groups. Finally, they employ a partial decomposition analysis to determine how much of the
difference in black (Latino) and white employment rates could be attributed to blacks' (Latinos')
poorer access to jobs than whites.
In all of their studies, their results indicated that the fraction off the racial gap in
employment attributable to job access ranged from one-third to one-half depending on the group
used. Ihlanfeldt and Sjoquist (1990) used the Philadelphia metropolitan area to estimate job
probability equations for white and black youth. They found that a one standard deviation
increase in travel time was found to reduce the probability of having a job by 3.8 to 5.1 and 4.0 to
6.3 percentage points for whites and blacks, respectively. Since Leonard (1987) and Ellwood
(1986) studied Los Angeles and Chicago, respectively, and rejected the importance of space,
Ihlanfeldt and Sjoquist (1990) also conducted these same tests for both of these metropolitan
areas. Their results indicated, contrary to those of Leonard and Ellwood, that higher mean travel
times were associated with lower black employment rates in relation to whites in both cities.
Decomposition analysis was not conducted because data limitations prevented them from
calculating separate mean travel times for whites and blacks.
In a follow up study, Ihlanfeldt and Sjoquist (1991a) examined teenagers living within 43
central cities. They found that the estimated partial derivatives of job probability with respect to
travel time were once again statistically significant for blacks and whites and nontrivial in
magnitude. Ihlanfeldt (1992) used this same strategy for youths residing in 50 SMSAs. He
estimated these same equations for white, black, and Latino youth and for a host of other
categories, such as family income, large versus small metropolitan areas, and for central city
versus suburban residential status. He found that job access was important in determining youth
employment in each case, except in smaller metropolitan areas, confirming his earlier studies. He
also found that the explanatory power ofjobs access was about the same for Latinos as it was for
blacks. However, he also found that job access was less important in explaining differences in
black and white employment rates at the national level than at the metropolitan area level.
Ihlanfeldt (1993) also used this same strategy to examine the job accessibility impact on Latino
youth's employment rate in 10 SMSAs with the largest Latino populations. He found that job
access had an important effect on the job probability of both Latino and white youth, regardless of
school enrollment status, and that approximately 25 to 30% of the racial difference in employment
rates between white and Latino youth was attributable to the fact that Latinos lived farther from
jobs than whites.
Travel time to work is not only a function of how far jobs are located from worker's
residences, but also a function of what transportation mode a worker uses. Thus, travel time
differences between black and white youth could result from not only whether blacks live farther
from jobs than do whites, but also whether black youth have less access to private transportation
than do white youth. Holzer, Ihlanfeldt, and Sjoquist (1994) attempt to sort out this puzzle by
examining the work, search and travel behavior of white and black youth. They used the 1981
and 1982 NLSY to examine the effect of transportation mode on miles and time spent traveling
to work for white and black youth aged 16 to 24. They found that blacks spent more time
traveling to work than whites, but covered less distance, particularly for males. Moreover,
differences in distances traveled while searching for work were no different than those while
working. Therefore, the time cost per mile traveled was significantly higher for blacks. They also
concluded that part of this higher cost could be accounted for by the lower rates of automobile
ownership among blacks.
Because their sample included both youth who lived home and were on their own, and
because they conducted no test to verify whether or not this fact made any difference in the
results, these results may be biased. For example, if white youth in the sample are more likely to
live on their own than black youth, and if white youth who are on their own are more likely to
have a job than comparable black youth, and if, finally, white youth are more likely to move near
that job, then the miles traveled and time spent travelling to work differences between white and
black youth would be less likely to be caused by a lack of nearby jobs and would rather be caused
by whites' greater likelihood of getting jobs and their greater ability to move near them.
These studies also suffer from methodological weaknesses although they do improve on
the previous job access studies. First, although these studies, except for that of Holzer, Ihlanfeldt,
and Sjoquist (1994), do control for the endogeneity problem of residential and job location by
limiting their sample to youth who live at home, and although they all control for individual and
family background differences that can also explain racial differences in employment, Ihlanfeldt
(1992, 1993), Ihlanfeldt and Sjoquist (1991a), and Holzer, Ihlanfeldt, and Sjoquist (1994) do not
adequately control for metropolitan area differences that can also influence racial differences in
employment.
Secondly, travel time, although at first glance it may appear to resolve some of the
methodological and measurement issues surrounding investigation of the spatial mismatch, does
suffer from three main weaknesses. First, there may be no relation between travel time to work
and the extent to which jobs are available nearby. However, this may be more true for high
income adults who may live in the suburbs and work in the central city, for example, than for
youth. Secondly, the mean travel time measure can only be estimated from those who have a job.
Since blacks are more likely to be jobless than whites, it is likely that these measures are more
biased in the black samples, and thus may lead to measurement error. Thirdly, and most
importantly, part of the black mean travel time may in fact be measuring employer discrimination
in the labor market. If blacks have to travel father to work than whites because employer
discrimination limits their job opportunities, part of black travel time may in fact reflect employer
discrimination. This point will be expanded in the next section.
Conclusion: Spatial Mismatch Evidence
What have we learned about the Kain's three hypotheses thirty years later? First, there is
little controversy over Kain's first hypothesis, that is, there is little dispute over whether residential
segregation affects the geographical distribution of black employment. Secondly, there is some
controversy over Kain's second hypothesis, that residential segregation harms black economic
welfare in the labor market. Thirdly, there is much controversy over Kain's third hypothesis that a
spatial mismatch between blacks' residential locations and job locations hurts blacks' labor market
outcomes and explains much of the differences between white and black labor market outcomes in
metropolitan areas. The results of spatial mismatch studies are mixed, in part due to the different
methods used by researchers, in part due to the index used to measure the spatial mismatch, in
part due to which metropolitan area researchers examine, and in part due to which time period is
used to investigate this issue. However, there is agreement that employed blacks have higher
commuting times to work than do comparable employed whites. Nonetheless, there is still
uncertainty as to whether these commuting differences really reflect job accessibility problems as a
result of distances from work and whether they are large enough to explain racial unemployment
differentials. What is also unclear is the relative importance of the spatial mismatch effect when
compared to race discrimination in explaining the racial unemployment differentials.
THE CONFOUNDING INFLUENCE OF RACE IN SPACE
The empirical spatial mismatch results have been mixed in explaining higher black
unemployment both absolutely and relative to whites. In addition to the reasons mentioned
above, another reason for these contradictory results is found on the demand-side: the
confounding influence of race in labor markets. That is, it is difficult to isolate the spatial
mismatch effect on black employment even after controlling for individual and metropolitan area
differences because spacial and racial effects interact simultaneously to skew employment
outcomes in labor markets against blacks.
Why is it difficult to determine the spatial mismatch effect on black youth unemployment?
When researchers measure the spatial mismatch effect on unemployment, they are at the same
time factoring in the results of institutional processes and outcomes on the demand-side such as
employer hiring practices and firm location or relocation decisions. In order for researchers to
accept results that support the spatial mismatch hypothesis with respect to employment, they must
dismiss the effects of institutional practices at the hiring level in the labor market and in firm
location decisions as being significant and make the assumption that the playing field for hiring
workers is even, that is, that employers hiring practices are not biased, and that firms' location
decisions are not influenced by racial/ethnic considerations. If these assumptions hold true, then
the results of the spatial mismatch effects on black employment could be interpreted in a
straightforward manner. However, if any one of these assumptions do not hold true, then the
interpretation of the spatial mismatch's effect on black employment becomes much more difficult.
How Can Race Confound Space?
A simple example may help clarify how the demand-side, or employer hiring practices,
may affect the interpretation of such studies. Let us examine the employment rates of different
groups of workers in metropolitan areas. Take two groups of workers, one group from the
central city, made up of predominantly blacks, and the other from the suburbs, made up of
predominantly whites, and that these workers are similiar in every way, i.e., skills, age, etc.,
except for residential location. In addition, let us assume that jobs are more available in the
suburbs than in the central city, so that both groups of workers tend to look for employment in
the suburbs. Let us further assume that employers in the suburbs have a preference for workers
from the suburbs. Given these conditions, it is expected that group members from the suburbs
will more likely to receive employment than those from the central city.
An empirical investigation into these groups employment rates would show that the
central city group's employment rate would be lower than that of those from the suburbs. In
addition, in the metropolitan area, the white employment rate would be higher than that of blacks.
One could easily infer from this scenario that the employment rate of the suburban workers was
higher than that of the central city workers, or that whites' employment rate was higher than that
of blacks, because suburban workers, and whites, lived closer to the location ofjobs. In addition,
this investigation would not show how far or intensely central city workers looked for jobs in the
suburbs. In this case, statistical inference could lead to misinterpretation of the true cause of
central city members, and mainly black, lower employment, which would be employer hiring bias,
and would instead confirm the spatial mismatch as the central explanation.
While I admit that this scenario is simplistic and omits other relevant economic factors
pertinent to the analysis of labor markets, such as the likelihood of central city workers receiving
suburban job information, the wage levels offered by firm, and commuting reservations wages of
workers, etc., it nonetheless does show that statistical inference into the spatial mismatch and its
effect on unemployment may in fact be confounded by employees hiring practices. Furthermore,
if employer hiring practices are in fact a significant factor affecting unemployment across different
groups, this bias may in fact overstate the effect of the spatial mismatch.
Data on search patterns would help to clarify these issues. Holzer, Ihlanfeldt, and Sjoquist
(1994) found that central city black youth traveled less miles, 16.2, than central city whites, 17.2,
in their search for work. This suggests that young blacks may not offset greater job
decentralization with greater distances traveled to find work. However, their sample included
only those who found a job during their search. This sample selection, due to data limitations,
neglects those who did not find work at the end of the interview date, and the percentage of
blacks that did not find jobs is likely to be greater than that of whites. In addition, this data does
not provide any information on how many times search trips were made. Nor does the data show
in what areas, i.e., suburbs or not, these searches took place. It is difficult, then, to tell precisely
whether or not young central city black males travelled shorter or longer distances or travelled
more to the suburbs to find work than their central city white counterparts.
This simple example relates more to spatial mismatch studies that compare labor market
outcomes of blacks and whites in metropolitan areas and relates more to those that use direct job
accessibility measures, such as travel time to work, as methodological approaches. As I have
argued previously, blacks' longer travel time to work is consistent not only with blacks' worse job
access - in terms of the availability of nearby jobs - in relation to their white counterparts, but also
with blacks' inability to find work on account of discrimination in hiring. Holzer, Ihlanfeldt, and
Sjoquist (1994) found that young black males invest more time overall and use more methods of
search for work than whites in either the central city or suburbs. In fact, suburban blacks spend
nearly twice as long on average, 721 minutes, searching for work than comparable suburban
whites, 377 minutes. These results are consistent with the notion that racial discrimination in
hiring rather than a lack ofjobs may be more important. This dilemma can be solved in a very
simple way. Comparisons of black and white youth labor market outcomes can be made in the
same area where jobs are available for youth. If these comparisons show that white youth have
better job access or labor market access than do black youth, controlling for personal and family
background differences, it can be inferred that race may in fact play a larger role in determining
racial differences in employment. Though subject to some criticism, this is precisely what
Ellwood (1986) alluded to when he concluded that race was more important than space in
understanding youth unemployment differentials in Chicago. He concluded this after observing in
his 'natural experiment' that low-income white youth received a larger share ofjobs in the West
side of Chicago when compared to black youth, even though both of these groups had equal
spatial access to these jobs.
The second way in which race can confound the interpretation of spatial mismatch studies
is through firms' location decisions. That is to say that job decentralization or firms' relocation
decisions may be directly attributable to the dynamics of race. For example, firms may relocate
from the central city to the suburbs not only because of cheaper land prices and taxes (Cole and
Deskins, 1988), and a better quality work force (Whyte, 1988), though this reason could also be
related to race, they may also chose to relocate because of problems in the central city that they
may in fact link to race, such as crime or high black unemployment, or, more directly, because
firms simply want to distance themselves from blacks or reduce the number of minority
employees. This issue is more likely to be a problem in spatial mismatch studies using job
decentralization and firm relocation as methodological approaches. In this case, distance to work
is used as a tool by firms to limit contact with blacks. Since it can be argued that, irrespective of
firms' motives, distance is nonetheless a barrier that makes it difficult for blacks to gain
information about jobs and commute to work, this point may seem irrelevant. While it is true that
distance may still be an impediment in finding and commuting to work, it is the policy implications
of the problem's source that is at issue. If the ultimate source of the problem is employers
attitudes about race, they are more likely to devise new strategies to distance themselves from
blacks if distance mitigating such as black population dispersal policies are adopted. Policy
attempts to minimize the problem of distance under the conditions described above, then, will
ultimately fail. Resolution of these issues are much more difficult than the one for discrimination
in hiring since it is difficult to ascertain the motivation of firms' location or relocation decisions,
and since capital mobility is not an indictable offense nor a regulated activity in the United States.
As I have shown, Fernandez' (1994) case study is helpful in this regard since he studies the effects
of a firm relocation on minority workers that he claims moved for reasons other than race.
However, the extremely small sample sizes makes his results questionable. Since this potential
problem is much harder to disentangle and control in spatial mismatch studies, I will concentrate
on employers' hiring practices as the central way that race can confound spatial mismatch studies.
Pure versus Statistical Discrimination?
As I have alluded to in this section, the precise form that employer hiring bias can take at
the institutional level to confound interpretation of spatial mismatch studies is racial
discrimination. However, before I move into a discussion of whether or not race is important in
youth labor markets, it is useful to distinguish between two types of labor market discrimination:
pure and statistical. In pure discrimination, either consumers, employees, or employers have a
taste for discrimination that drives employers to discriminate against certain groups of workers in
hiring. In other words, these groups are willing to pay a premium, in the form of prices, wages,
or production costs, to distance themselves from members of certain groups. In statistical
discrimination, employers use group membership, identified through an individual's superficial
characteristics, as a representation or a "proxy" for productivity traits in their hiring decisions,
rather than individual productivity differences within or between groups.
In neoclassical economics, economists argue that pure discrimination is costly to
employers. Neoclassicalists believe that under a set of specific conditions, namely perfect
competition in markets, and given a certain set of assumptions, namely, employers have full
information on the marginal productivities of workers and workers have full information on wage
and job possibilities in the labor market, that employers who practice pure discrimination will be
driven out of the market by competitors who do not practice such discrimination as long as the
market is in equilibrium (Becker, 1957). In statistical discrimination, however, some of these key
assumptions are relaxed, such as employers having full information on workers marginal
productivities. Given the relaxation of these assumptions, information on workers marginal
productivities is viewed as having a cost. That is, employers must spend time and money to gain
more information on workers marginal productivities during the hiring process. Under these
conditions, employers, being profit maximizers, minimize the cost associated with gaining more
information on workers marginal productivities by practicing statistical discrimination. They
minimize these costs by hiring workers from defined groups whose "average" marginal
productivities are greater than other groups. Groups whose "average" marginal productivities are
lower than other groups are statistically discriminated against by employers in hiring.
The continuing practice of discrimination in hiring as evidenced by recent research (Culp
and Dunson, 1986; Neckerman and Kirschenman, 1991; Kirschenman and Neckerman, 1991;
Braddock and McPartland, 1987; Bendick, Jr., Jackson, and Reinoso, 1994), suggests that the
labor market conditions needed for employers who practice pure discrimination to be driven out
of the market are not being met, or, it suggests that there may exist a set of conditions that certain
firms face or a set of reasons that firms have that make such discrimination beneficial. For
example, Tilly and Moss (1991) argue that the practice of statistical discrimination by firms may
become more severe if anti-discrimination policies make it harder to discover individual
differences among applicants that employers feel are relevant. In addition, to avoid charges of
reverse discrimination, particularly during times when affirmative action programs are coming
under fire, firms may hire only the most qualified or overqualified blacks. Under these conditions,
employers of low-wage labor might use recruitment or screening methods to distinguish between
applicants that results in disadvantaging inner-city or black youth. An analysis of studies that
have investigated the existence or persistence of racial discrimination in hiring suggests that
statistical discrimination is the dominant form of discrimination in the labor market. Employers
seem to have operationalized notions of race in distinct ways in hiring decisions to minimize costs
associated with finding out the true productivity of workers, and this practice has negatively
affected blacks' and Latinos' employment opportunities (Moss and Tilly, 1994; Kirschenman and
Neckerman, 1991; Neckerman and Kirschenman, 1991).
The Operationalization of Race/Ethnicity in Labor Markets
How might racial discrimination in hiring take place in youth labor markets? My argument
for the confounding influence of race in the analysis of the spatial mismatch is substantiated by the
work of Kirschenman and Neckerman (1991). In their study of Chicago employers, they argue
that although employers of less-skilled labor find an ample labor supply, they increasingly find it
more difficult to find workers with basic skills and a "good work ethic." To cope with this quality
of labor supply problem, employers have devised their hiring and recruitment strategies to relate
productivity traits to different categories of workers. More specifically, employers create
distinctions within the labor force to identify who is and who is not a productive worker. They
then use these socially created distinctions to statistically discriminate against specific groups of
workers (Kirschenman and Neckerman, 1991).
These social categories that employers create to identify productive worker traits are
primarily based on race or ethnicity, but are also conflated by space and class. On first inspection,
the general form of this employer hiring preference model appears as follows: employers view
white workers as the most productive workers and, thus, the most preferred, while they view
black workers as the least productive and, thus, the least preferred. Interestingly, employers
distinguish amongst the different Latino ethnic groups. More specifically, they prefer Mexicans to
Puerto Ricans, and in some instances see no real, productivity or social difference between black
and Puerto Ricans. All Latino groups, however, are least preferred to whites.
To complicate matters, employers further connote space and class with race and ethnicity.
They equate central city residence with blacks and Latinos, and suburban residence with whites.
At the same time, employers equate those from the lower-class with blacks and Latinos, while
they identify whites with middle-class status. As Neckerman and Kirshenman (1991, p. 208) have
noted, employers identify black inner-city workers as being "unskilled, uneducated, illiterate,
dishonest, lacking initiative, unmotivated, involved with drugs and gangs, no understanding of
work, no personal charm, unstable, lack of a work ethic, no family life or role models." These
social categories serve to rank workers from the most to the least preferred or productive. Thus,
the specific form of this employer hiring preference model looks as follows: employers place white
middle-class workers from the suburbs at the top of the preference hierarchy, while they place
black and Puerto Rican lower-class workers from the central cites at the bottom, with Mexicans
from the central city a marginally more preferred to blacks and Puerto Ricans. Employers try to
disentangle these hidden identifiers - i.e., space and class - in the hiring process by, for example,
determining residential address. If they are unable to do so, they rely on race/ethnicity as
identifiers of space and class.
Moss and Tilly's (1993) research provides a variant to this same theme. They find that
employers also use the superficial characteristics of workers, such as race, but as indicators of the
trainability of potential employees. If employers perceive workers as having qualities that would
minimize training time, i.e., reduce training costs, they are more likely to be hired than those who
do not. These qualities, or what Moss and Tilly refer to as "soft" skills, include employees verbal,
people, and teamwork skills, and demeanor to name a few. Employers use race as a screening
device to determine potential workers likelihood of possessing these "soft" skills and they feel that
young black men are deficient in these "soft" skills. Employers are becoming more reluctant to
hire young black men, Moss and Tilly argue, because they fear the associated costs of training
black workers who they feel will possess "bad" "soft" skills will be too high.
The reliance on these "soft" skills is dependent on which industry or occupation a worker
is being considered. Neckerman and Kirschenman (1990) also find that this is true in their study.
Employers suggest that these "soft" skills are more important in industries, such as retail trade, or
in occupations, such as sales, where there is greater employee-customer contact than in industries
or occupations where there is little contact. However, even in industries or occupations where
there is little employee-customer contact, employers still believe that these skills are important in
employee-employee relations.
Statistical discrimination against black youth in hiring, based primarily on race but also on
space and class, affects the way in which we should think about the evidence assembled from
spatial mismatch studies. Evidence of discriminatory practices suggests that the playing field of
potential youth workers may not be even in the suburbs or central cities. What researchers may in
fact be showing in their spatial mismatch results is not only the effect of space or distance to
work on black or Latino youth's likelihood of getting a job, but also the effect of employer
discrimination. So what originally may appear to be simply a mismatch problem between blacks
residential location and the location of employment may actually be more a problem of race
discrimination in the labor market. In this instance, the problem of race confounds the problem of
space, and if the problem of race is not acknowledged, the problem of space, though important,
will be overstated.
CONCLUSION
I have shown throughout this chapter that the evidence in support of the spatial mismatch
hypothesis as an explanation of blacks lower employment, both absolutely and relative to whites,
has been mixed. I have argued that the mixed results can in part be attributed to the confounding
influence of race in the labor market. Based on my critical review of the spatial mismatch
literature, I have argued that three major points need to be addressed in spatial mismatch studies.
Moreover, each of these three points weighed heavily on the empirical tests I designed to examine
race and space in urban youth labor markets. First, I argued that to the extent possible one needs
to decompose the unemployment rate into its component parts to determine which of these
components contributes most to racial unemployment rate differences. By doing this, one can
measure more accurately the factors contributing to blacks and Latinos employment difficulties
and one can also better identify the factors that contribute to racial unemployment.
Secondly, I argued that the relative importance of race and space in urban youth labor
markets needs to be analyzed in a more systematic way. Ellwood (1986) and to a lesser extent
Leonard (1986), argued that race was a more important factor than space in causing higher black
youth unemployment in comparison to white youth. However, although both Ellwood and
Leonard quantified the spatial mismatch effect of youth employment, they did not attempt to do
so for race. Nor did they attempt to understand how racial discrimination may be institutionalized
and played out at the hiring level. Their arguments for accepting race as a more powerful
explanatory variable in understanding racial differences in youth unemployment were based solely
on the empirical rejection of space. This does not seem to be the most convincing way to accept
race as the most powerful explanatory variable, nor does it seem to be the best way to understand
how race is used at the institutional level. Given that decomposition techniques on the
econometric methods that these researchers use can provide some insight and evidence into the
relative importance of a class of explanatory variables in an econometric equation, this may be one
appropriate method in which to garner evidence so that one can either reject or accept a particular
set of arguments. Econometric techniques do exist that can estimate the effects of race in labor
markets, that is, to at least show the direction of its effect and to some extent its magnitude.
Given this, it seems appropriate to account for the relative importance of space and race in
explaining racial youth employment differences by using decomposition techniques on the racial
unemployment equations.
Thirdly, I have also argued that employment discrimination on the basis of race in urban
youth labor markets will tend to confound or overstate the affect of the spatial mismatch. This
relationship it seems to me not only has important implications for theory, but also has important
policy implications as well. If it is found that space is relatively more important than race in
explaning higher black and Latino youth joblessness, policies directed towards improving
transportation and job information and policies of residential dispersal are relevant. However, if it
is found that space is in fact a corollary problem or race, or that race is more important, then such
policies will ultimately fail since they will not attack the more important cause of black and Latino
youth's higher joblessness.
CHAPTER 2
ARE YOUNG WHITE, BLACK, AND LATINO MALES' DYNAMIC LABOR MARKET
OUTCOMES BETTER IN THE SUBURBS THAN IN THE CENTRAL CITY?
INTRODUCTION
As we learned in the previous chapter, the spatial mismatch has become a dominant
explanation of blacks', and to some extent Latinos', low employment both absolutely and relative
to that of whites in metropolitan areas. In this chapter, I attempt to examine the spatial
mismatch's hypothesized role in generating low employment by comparing the dynamics of young
white, black, and Latino males' unemployment outcomes when they live in the suburbs as opposed
to the central cities. Implicit in the spatial mismatch hypothesis are two key predictions. First, the
hypothesis suggests that suburban residents should perform better in the labor market than their
central city counterparts, and that this should be particularly true for blacks, and to some extent
Latinos, because of the role that housing market discrimination plays in limiting their housing
options. Secondly, the hypothesis also suggests that if blacks' and Latinos' population distribution
within the metropolitan area more closely resembled that of whites, the racial/ethnic
unemployment differences in metropolitan areas should be reduced. That is, if blacks and Latinos
lived in the suburbs to the same degree that whites do, racial/ethnic differences in labor market
outcomes in the metropolitan areas should be smaller. The hypothesis suggests, then, that
racial/ethnic labor market outcome differences should not be larger in the suburbs than in the
central cities.
Few studies have compared the labor market outcomes of black central city and suburban
residents, and fewer have for Latinos. Some that have compared labor market outcomes blacks
between these areas are over twenty years old. Harrison (1972) compared the frequency
distribution of unemployment rates among male workers who resided in central city poverty areas,
the rest of the central city, and the suburban ring. He found that place of residence had no effect
on the unemployment of blacks, and argued, instead, that racial discrimination in the labor market
against blacks accounted for blacks' higher unemployment in relation to that of whites. More
recently, Bluestone, Stevenson, and Tilly (1992) compared the labor market outcomes for 20
year-old out-of-school men with limited schooling in the central city and suburbs and found that
white and black suburban males jobless rates were lower in the suburbs than in the central cities.
These results suggest, as Jencks and Mayer (1990) showed, that perhaps the spatial mismatch has
become more pronounced since the 1960s. Nonetheless, suburban residence has not been shown
to improve blacks labor market outcomes relative to their white counterparts. Bluestone, et. al.
(1994) found that black males' jobless rates are significantly greater than their white male
counterparts in both the central cities and suburbs, and that no ground was made up in relation to
whites if blacks lived in the suburbs.
These studies use static or aggregate measures of unemployment. These measures, while
they paint a broad picture of the labor market difficulties of blacks and central city residents,
cannot, by their very nature, convey the complexity of their unemployment dynamics. These
measures do not allow one to determine, for example, whether unemployment reflects long spells
of unemployment of a few people or whether it reflects short unemployment spells by many
people. Clark and Summers (1979) showed how unemployment dynamics are important to
understanding aggregate unemployment. However, they did not investigate whether these
differences existed between central city and suburban residents and between blacks and whites in
these areas, since it was not the purpose of their paper. No studies of unemployment dynamics
and residential location, of which I am aware, have included Latinos. In fact, as Tienda (1994)
notes, a big research gap, with respect to understanding Latinos in the labor market, is the lack of
knowledge about Latinos unemployment dynamics. Knowledge of these unemployment
dynamics, in general, and, by place of residence, in particular, should also help our understanding
of growing Latino unemployment and joblessness as well.
DATA
The data used in the analysis is from the main and workhistory files of the National
Longitudinal Survey of Labor Market Experience of Youth (NLSY). The NLSY is an ongoing
study of 12,686 young men and women who were aged 14 to 21 as of January 1, 1979. Youth
have been interviewed annually since the first interview in 1979 about their education, jobs,
military service, training programs, marriage, health, and attitudes, among other things. The
NLSY workhistory file provides a distinct data file detailing, among other things, the weekly labor
market histories of those individual youth interviewed in the main NLSY file. Thus, information
is provided on the specific labor market state, i.e., unemployed, employed, or not-in-the-labor-
force, of each individual for each week in the survey year. The response rate in 1985 was over
95% of the original sample.
In order to calculate unemployment dynamics, i.e., spells and duration of unemployment, I
used the NLSY workhistory file. I measured the completed spells of unemployment and jobless
categories by arraying the weekly labor market information from the beginning of the 1984
interview to the beginning of the 1985 interview, and then selected only those spells of
unemployment and joblessness that began and ended during this period. In addition, the number
of spells each individual may have had during the interview year can also be measured.
I restricted my analysis to male civilian, out-of-school, young adults with less than two
years of college and living in either the central city or suburb of a Metropolitan Statistical Area
(MSA). Recent literature suggests that out-of-school, young male adults with limited schooling,
skills, and labor market experience are more likely to experience labor market difficulties (Bound
and Freeman, 1992; Holzer, 1993) and are more likely to be affected by a spatial mismatch ofjobs
and residential location (Bluestone, Stevenson, and Tilly, 1994; Ihlanfeldt, 1992). I use data from
the 1985 interview year because it represents the most recent year for which data are available
when the economy operated at fairly high employment levels and because the attrition rate of the
NLSY in the following years increased so dramatically that an analysis of unemployment dynamics
by residential location is virtually impossible. The ages of the young adult males in this sample are
20 to 28.11
THE ANALYSIS
Young Males' Unemployment and Joblessness in Central Cities and Suburbs
Many investigations that compare the labor market employment outcomes of racial/ethnic
groups invariably examine unemployment rates. Table 2.1 shows the unemployment and jobless
rates for the sample of out-of-school, young adult males with limited schooling by race/ethnicity
and residential location." In the urban areas as a whole, young white males' unemployment rate,
10.0 percent, is substantially lower than that of young blacks and Latinos, 25.2 and 15.0 percent,
respectively. The same is also true for the jobless rate. If we examine these rates by residential
"The sample size of the data is shown in table A2.1 in the appendix.
"Clark and Summers (1979) have shown that there is little difference in the states of
unemployed and not-in-the-labor-force. To provide another measure of "unemployment" I
included the jobless rate measure throughout this chapter. Joblessness is defined as being either
unemployed or out-of-the-labor-force. However, like Clark and Summers (1979), I include only
those who are most attached to the labor force in the not-in-the-labor-force state. In the not-in-
the-labor-force state, I selected those who are not keeping house, not sick, and not going to
school.
Table 2.1
Unemployment and Jobless Rates by Race/Ethnicity and Residential Location: 1984
Unemployment Jobless
White 10.0 15.0
central city 10.5 15.4
suburb 7.9 12.9
Black 25.2 32.9
central city 26.2 33.1
suburb 24.5 35.1
Latino 15.0 24.4
central city 16.0 26.1
suburb 14.5 20.9
Total 12.8 . 18.7
central city 14.7 20.7
suburb 9.4 14.9
location we find some interesting results. Young suburban white, black, and Latino males'
unemployment rates are lower in the suburbs than in the central cities. It is precisely these
findings that make the spatial mismatch hypothesis an attractive explanation of blacks' and
Latinos' higher unemployment in relation to that of whites in metropolitan areas. Blacks and
Latinos are more likely to live in the central cities, where unemployment rates are high in relation
to those in the suburbs, while whites are more likely to live in the suburbs, where unemployment
rates are low in relation to those in the central cities. These initial results provide some support
for the hypothesis as an explanation of blacks' and Latinos' high unemployment in relation to that
of whites in metropolitan areas.
Young, suburban white males' unemployment rate, however, is 33 percent lower than that
of their central city counterparts, while young, suburban black and Latino males' unemployment
rate is only 7 and 10.3 percent, respectively, lower than that of their central city counterparts.
Thus, young, suburban white males are substantially better off compared to their central city
counterparts with respect to the unemployment rate than either young blacks or Latinos. Given
this, it is not surprising that the black/white and Latino/white unemployment ratio is greater in the
suburbs, 3.10 and 1.84, respectively, than in the central city, 2.50 to 1.52, respectively. These
results are interesting since the spatial mismatch hypothesis suggests that these ratios should not
be larger in the suburbs. These results, therefore, cast doubt on the spatial mismatch hypothesis
to explain racial/ethnic differences in labor market outcomes in metropolitan areas. Firm
conclusions, however, cannot be made until one controls for differences in personal characteristics
that could also contribute to suburban/central city differences.
In both the central city and suburbs, young white males' jobless rate is substantially lower
than that of either blacks or Latinos. However, young suburban blacks' jobless rate is 6 percent
higher than that of their central city counterparts, while the jobless rate is 19 and 25 percent lower
for suburban whites and Latinos, respectively, compared to that of their central city counterparts.
Thus, while the Latino/white jobless ratio remains stable at 1.70 in both the central city and
suburb, the black/white jobless ratio rises, as it does for the unemployment ratio, from 2.15 in the
central city to 2.72 in the suburbs. Little support is found, therefore, for spatial mismatch
hypothesis as an explanation for black's higher joblessness in relation to that of whites.
Given this examination of the unemployment and jobless rates by residential location, it is
not entirely clear that young blacks' and Latinos' employment prospects are better in the suburbs
than in the central cities. As I have interpreted from the data, young blacks' unemployment rate is
slightly lower in the suburbs than in the central city. However, their jobless rate is 6 percent
higher in the suburbs than in the central city, suggesting that young blacks are more likely to
become discouraged and leave the labor force in the suburbs than in the central cities because of
an inability to find work. Why they may do so is not clear from this table. In the case of young
Latino males, residence in the suburbs seems to improve their unemployment and jobless rates by
10 and 24 percent, respectively, suggesting that their employment prospects are better in the
suburbs. However, both young black and Latino males' unemployment and jobless rates are
substantially worse than those of their white counterparts in either the central city or suburbs. In
fact, young black males' rates are worse than those of their white counterparts in the suburbs than
in the central city. A closer examination of unemployment dynamics in the central city and
suburbs may help us to identify the sources that differentiate young white, black and Latino males'
unemployment and jobless rates.
Dimensions of Young Males' Unemployment in Central Cities and Suburbs
The unemployment rate is a static measure that does not provide much information about
the dynamics of unemployment. Although the unemployment rate is generally expressed as a
single percentage, it is actually made up of three distinct factors. The unemployment rate is not
only determined by the number of people who are unemployed at any particular time, it is also
made up of the number of people who become unemployed at one time or another during the
course of the year and by how long they stay unemployed. The percentage of different individuals
who become unemployed sometime during the year is termed the "incidence of unemployment."
The "frequency", or the number of spells of unemployment per individual during the year, is
another dimension of unemployment. The final component of unemployment is its "duration," or
the time that a given spell of unemployment lasts. Table 2.2 shows these dimensions of
unemployment by race/ethnicity and residential location.
Table 2.2
Dimensions of Unemployment by Race/Ethnicity and Residential Location: 1984
Central City Suburb Total
Whites
Duration (weeks) 14.6 13.7 14.5
Frequency (spell) 1.43 1.44 1.42
Incidence (%) 26.1 20.9 25.2
Turnover rate (%) 37.3 30.1 35.8
Blacks
Duration (weeks) 20.3 19.2 19.6
Frequency (spell) 1.32 1.34 1.33
Incidence (%) 50.8 49.4 50.2
Turnover rate (%) 67.1 67.7 66.8
Latinos
Duration (weeks) 16.0 16.5 16.5
Frequency (spell) 1.33 1.43 1.36
Incidence (%) 39.1 31.9 34.8
Turnover rate (%) 52.0 45.6 47.3
Total
Duration (weeks) 16.4 14.4 15.7
Frequency (spell) 1.38 1.43 1.39
Incidence (%) 33.8 23.7 30.5
Turnover rate(%) 46.6 33.9 42.4
The incidence, frequency, and duration of unemployment are mathematically linked to and
determine the unemployment rate. Suits and Morgenstern (1967) showed that incidence (N),
frequency (S), and duration (D) of unemployment are mathematically related to the
unemployment rate (U) by the equation:
U = (N x S x D)/52.
For example, as the table shows, when 50.8 percent young black males in the central city labor
force experienced one bout of unemployment and when their average number of spells of
unemployment was 1.32, and when their average duration of unemployment was 20.3 weeks,
their unemployment rate was:
U = (50.8 x 1.32 x 20.3)/52 = 26.2,
which we also saw in table 2.1.
A number of interesting results can be interpreted from this table. First, young white
males in both the central city and suburbs have more spells of unemployment, 1.43 and 1.44,
respectively, than either young blacks in the central city or suburbs, 1.32 and 1.34, respectively,
and Latinos in the central city, 1.33, while their unemployment durations are shorter than either
young black or Latino males in both residential areas. These counterintuitive result suggests that
young white males have less difficulty in getting jobs in both the central city and suburbs than
either young black males in both these areas or young Latino males in the central city. Young
white males in either the suburbs or central city appear to be able to experiment more in the labor
market by searching for better jobs with a significantly lower "cost" of unemployment than either
young black or Latino males. If they quit jobs in search of better ones, their risk of being
unemployed for a long period of time is relatively small. At the same time, if they are laid off or
fired from a job, their risk of being unemployed for a long period of time may also be very small.
However, the same pattern is not true for either young black or Latino males. If they quit, or are
fired or laid off from a job, their return rate to work appears much lower than that of their white
counterparts, suggesting that their risk of longer unemployment, or their "cost" of being
unemployed, is much greater than that of whites, particularly in the central city.
Young white males duration of unemployment is nearly 6 and 2 weeks shorter than that of
young black and Latino males, respectively, in either the central city or suburbs. As a result, the
black/white and Latino/white unemployment duration ratio remains fairly constant at about 1.40
and 1.10, respectively, in both the central city and suburbs.
Given that young black and Latino males possess longer unemployment durations, fewer
spells of unemployment, and higher unemployment rates than their white counterparts in both the
central city and suburbs, it is easy to deduce that their incidence of unemployment is greater than
comparable whites in both areas. Table 2.2 shows that this is indeed is case. The percentage of
young black and Latino males who ever become unemployed during some part of the year is
twice, and one-and-a-half times greater, respectively, than comparable whites in both residential
areas.
Another indicator of the dynamics of unemployment is the "turnover rate." Barrett and
Morgenstern (1974) defined the "turnover rate," or the flow rate of individuals into
unemployment, as the product of incidence and frequency, or:
turnover rate = incidence x spells.
It is interpreted as the probability that a person will experience unemployment in a given period.
For example, as table 2.2 shows, 39.1 percent of young Latino males in the central city had at
least one bout of unemployment in 1984, while they had on average 1.33 spells of unemployment.
Thus, young Latino males' turnover rate in the central city was:
turnover rate = 39.1 x 1.33 = 52.0.
Table 2.2 also shows this measure for young white, black, and Latino males in both central city
and suburbs. It is not surprising, given our results of unemployment duration, incidence, and
frequency, that young black and Latino males' probability of experiencing unemployment during
the year is greater than that of comparable whites in both the central city and suburbs. Young
Latino males' turnover rate is lower in the suburbs than in the central city, 45.6 and 52.0,
respectively, suggesting that their probability of having a bout of unemployment is lower in the
suburbs. This is also true for young white males. Young black males turnover rate is about the
same in the suburbs and central city, 67.7 and 67.1, suggesting their probability of having a bout
of unemployment is the same in both areas. However, both the black/white and Latino/white
turnover rate ratio is greater in the suburbs, 2.25 and 1.51, respectively, than in the central city,
1.80 and 1.39, respectively.
Clark and Summers (1979) showed that there is little difference in the states of
unemployed and not-in-the-labor-force for those who are able to work but cannot find work. To
compare the labor market experiences of those unemployed and jobless I included table 2.3. This
table compares the mean weeks of unemployment and jobless durations of young white, black,
and Latino males in the central city and suburbs. Like unemployment duration, young white
males' jobless durations are shorter than those of either young black or Latino males in both the
central city and suburbs. Moreover, the black/white jobless duration ratio, like the black/white
unemployment duration ratio, remains constant at about 1.41 in both the central city and suburbs,
suggesting that blacks' residence in the suburbs does little to reduce racial differences in
unemployment or joblessness. The Latino/white jobless duration ratio, however, decreases from
1.29, in the central city to 1.11 in the suburbs, suggesting that living in the suburbs may improve
Table 2.3
Mean Weeks Unemployment and Jobless Duration by Race/Ethnicity and Residential Location: 1984
Unemployment Jobless
White 14.5 22.2
central city 14.6 22.4
suburb 13.7 21.3
Black 19.6 31.2
central city 20.3 31.7
suburb 18.8 30.0
Latino 16.5 27.7
central city 16.0 28.9
suburb 16.5 23.7
Total 15.7 24.6
central city 16.4 25.9
suburb 14.4 22.3
young Latinos' employment prospects in relation to those of their white, suburban counterparts.
However, jobless durations are substantially longer than unemployment durations for each
racial/ethnic group in both areas. For example, central city young black males' jobless durations
are on average 11.4 weeks, or almost 3 months, longer than their unemployment durations, while
young white and Latino males' jobless durations are 7.8 and 12.9 weeks, respectively, longer than
their unemployment durations. The longer jobless durations imply that the average unemployed
person spends a considerable amount of time outside the labor force though still wanting to work.
Since many individuals move directly from unemployment into employment, this evidence
suggests that the remainder of those who withdraw from the labor force following an
unemployment spell will experience significant periods of "hidden unemployment."
Conclusion
I have found that a much larger proportion of young black and Latino males experienced
at least one bout of unemployment in 1984 than comparable whites in both the central city and
suburbs. The following tables suggest that most young white male unemployment in both the
central city and suburbs appears to be a result of a smaller proportion of the young white male
population suffering repeated, yet shorter unemployment spells than comparable young black and
Latino males in the same areas. Yet, their combined unemployment duration for each spell is still
condiderably shorter than that for young black and Latino males. Young black males'
unemployment in both the central city and suburbs is the result of a larger part of their population
suffering from less frequent, but much longer unemployment spells than comparable whites.
Young Latino males' unemployment in the central city is the result of a larger part of their
population, in comparison to central city whites, suffering from less frequent, but longer
unemployment spells than comparable whites. However, when they live in the suburbs, their
unemployment appears to be the result of a smaller part of their population, in comparison to their
central city counterparts, suffering from more frequent, yet longer unemployment spells.
These results on unemployment dynamics suggest that residential location may matter for
young white males, but may not for young black males in metropolitan areas. Firm conclusions,
however, cannot be made about the role of residential location without controlling for individual
and metropolitan area characteristics, since both individual, such as education, and metropolitan
area differences could contribute to racial/ethnic, and central city/suburban, labor market
differences. These results compliment Harrison's (1972) findings and offer little support for the
spatial mismatch hypothesis for lower black employment. They also suggest that the spatial
mismatch hypothesis may not have become more severe for certain low-skilled, young males since
the 1960s. That is, it may have become worse for young white males, whose labor market
employment outcomes within metropolitan areas follows the standard urban model, but not for
blacks.
Young white males have less labor market difficulties with respect to every facet of
unemployment dynamics when they the live in the suburbs as opposed to the central cites, while
young black males have severe labor market difficulties in both areas. In fact, one could argue
that young black males have more employment difficulties when they live in the suburbs as
opposed to the central cities, given their higher suburban turnover and jobless rates. In addition,
according to many of the unemployment indicators, they fall further behind their white
counterparts when they live in the suburbs as opposed to the central cities, which contradicts one
of the spatial mismatch hypothesis' predictions. Although young Latino males have lower
unemployment and jobless rates when they live in the suburbs versus the central cities, their
unemployment appears to be more concentrated when they live in the suburbs. Fewer young
Latino males experience unemployment when they live in the suburbs as opposed to the central
cities. However, those that do experience unemployment in the suburbs suffer longer durations
and more frequent spells. Thus, for some young Latinos males, residence in the suburbs may
improve their labor market outcomes, but for others, their labor market outcomes may get worse.
Overall, however, their labor market position with respect to unemployment appears better
relative to whites when they live in suburbs versus the central cities. Some evidence is found,
therefore, to suggest that young Latino males may experience labor market difficulties in
metropolitan areas as a result of the spatial mismatch.
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Differences in Unemployment Dimensions as Contributors to Racial/Ethnic
Unemployment Rate Differences
The greater proportion of young black and Latino males in relation to whites experiencing
at least one bout of unemployment contributes to the observed racial/ethnic youth unemployment
differentials, by definition of the unemployment calculus. However, counter to intuition, young
white males experience more spells on average than either young black and Latino males in the
central city, and young black males in the suburbs. The higher number of young white males'
spells of unemployment in relation to those of comparable blacks and Latinos reduces racial/ethnic
differences in unemployment. In addtion, although whites had more spells of unemployment than
either blacks or Latinos, the combined average duration of these spells of unemployment is
shorter than blacks' and Latinos' combined average unemployment durations during the year. The
spells of unemployment measure, then, is not the proper unemployment dimension to use in this
study of how the spatial mismatch may explain racial/ethnic differences in youth unemployment
since spell differences between whites and blacks and whites and Latinos closes the
unemployment differences between these groups. In addition, the combined average duration
measure for the year for each spell of unemployment is not the proper measure either because this
component implies the same thing as the duration component does for racial differences in
unemployment. However, the unemployment duration measure is better to use in the analysis
because blacks and Latinos problems are not continuous unemployment spells but rather long,
uninterrupted, yet short spells. Unemployment duration is significantly longer for young black
and Latino males than for comparable whites in both the central city and suburbs. Cotton (1993)
and Moore (1992) also find that unemployment duration is significantly longer for blacks than for
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comparable whites. It is reasonable to conclude, then, that longer unemployment durations of
young black and Latino males contributes more to the racial youth unemployment differentials
than spells of unemployment. In fact, Clark and Summers (1979), in their seminal article on
unemployment dynamics, showed that unemployment duration is the most crucial component of
observed unemployment rates of youth and adults alike. Before we examine the causes of
racial/ethnic unemployment duration differences, it seems a good idea to look deeper into the
distribution and concentration of young whites', blacks', and Latinos' unemployment durations in
the central city and suburbs.
Concentration and Distribution of Unemployment and Jobless Spells in the Central
Cities and Suburbs
In the previous section, I analyzed unemployment duration using the mean duration of an
unemployment spell. However, as Clark and Summers (1979) have shown, unemployment
duration can also be analyzed using the distribution of unemployment duration. The use of
unemployment duration distributions allows one to calculate the fraction of total unemployment
attributable to spells of different duration. In addition, unemployment duration distributions can
reveal very different things about unemployment duration than can the mean. For example, if
thirty spells of unemployment began lasting one week, and one spell of unemployment began
lasting thirty weeks, the mean duration of an unemployment spell would be 1.9. However, the
mean measure of unemployment duration could not convey the fact that one-half of the
unemployment would be accounted for by the one spell that lasted thirty weeks. In this section,
therefore, I will analyze the distribution and concentration of unemployment and jobless durations
for young white, black, and Latino males to further examine whether residential location plays a
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role in the longer unemployment and jobless durations of young black and Latino males.
Another issue of concern in examining unemployment dynamics is whether unemployment
is seen as a temporary state experienced by many individuals as part of their normal job-search
process, or what some have called "normal turnover" (Feldstein, 1973), or as a relatively
permanent state experienced by only a few individuals (Clark and Summers, 1979). Previous
research on young adults suggests that they have more spells of unemployment than adults, but
that these spells are of shorter duration (Clark and Summers, 1979). Table 2.4 shows the
proportion of unemployment and jobless spells that end within one month. This table shows that
contrary to "normal turnover" theory, and contrary to others findings on young adults' spells of
unemployment, not a large percentage of young white, black, and Latino males' spells of
unemployment end within one month.
Racial/ethnic differences in the proportion of unemployment spells ending within one
month in the central city and suburbs are of more importance. A higher percentage of young
white males' spells of unemployment end within one month than those of either young black or
Latino males in both the central city and suburbs. This finding is consistent with previous ones
that suggest that young white males in either the central city or suburbs have an easier time
finding employment than either young black or Latino males once unemployed.' 3 However,
young, suburban white males have a larger proportion of their unemployment spells end within
one month than their central city counterparts, suggesting their ability to get a job is easier in the
"One cannot tell from this data alone whether or not the unemployment spells end in
employment. It is also true that they could end in withdrawal from the labor force. However, as
we shall see, table shows that a majority of unemployment spells end in employment for young
males in either residential area. Therefore, since the spells in table end in a relatively short period
of time, it is likely that they ended in employment.
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Table 2.4
Proportion of Unemployment and Jobless Spells Ending Within One Month
by Race/Ethnicity and Residential Location: 1984
Unemployment Jobless
White 29.0 13.4
central city 26.6 13.3
suburb 31.8 13.8
Black 18.7 8.5
central city 18.8 8.2
suburb 18.5 7.3
Latino 23.2 9.4
central city 22.1 9.0
suburb 24.7 12.1
Total 26.3 12.0
central city 23.6 10.3
suburb 30.0 12.3
suburbs than in the central cities. The same is true for young Latino males, though the proportion
of their suburban spells ending within one month, 24.7, is only slightly higher than that of their
central city counterparts, 22.1. However, the proportion of young black males' unemployment
spells that end within one month is approximately the same in both the central city and suburbs,
18.8 and 18.5, respectively, suggesting that they have a difficult time getting a job in either
residential area.
This exercise was also conducted for the jobless spells. Although the proportion ofjobless
spells ending within one month is about half that for unemployment spells for each racial/ethnic
group in both residential areas, the racial/ethnic differences in the trends are the same as those for
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unemployment spells. 4 However, the proportion of young white males' jobless spells ending
within one month in the suburbs is only slightly greater than that in the central city. This suggests
that when the additional and unaccounted for unemployed are taken into account, young white
males in the suburbs may not be that better off than their central city counterparts. In the case of
young black males, once the jobless factor is taken into account, their ability to get a job in a short
period of time may be more difficult in the suburbs than in the central city.
The results in table 2.4 imply that the bulk of young white, black and Latino males'
unemployment duration spells in both the central city and suburbs come from long spells that last
at least 2 or more months. In addition, since young white males tend to have a higher proportion
of their unemployment spells end within one month than either young black and Latino males in
both the central city and suburbs, it is easy to predict that young black and Latino males have
more spells that last two or more months than comparable whites in both areas. Table 2.5 shows
the proportion of unemployment by length of spell for young white, black, and Latino males living
in the central city and suburbs. This table shows that a higher percentage of young black and
Latino males' unemployment, when compared to that of whites in the central city and suburbs, is
attributable to unemployment spells lasting at least two months." Moreover, a higher percentage
of young black and Latino males' unemployment, when compared to that of whites in the central
city and suburbs, is attributable to unemployment spells lasting at least six months. This shows
that in both the central city and suburbs, young black and Latino males' longer unemployment
"It should be noted that all jobless spells end in employment, since employment is the only
other possible state when jobless.
" Clark and Summers (1979) point out that to make this calculation one must assume a
constant flow into unemployment during this year.
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Table 2.5
Proportion of Unemploymentby Race/Ethnicity and Residential Location: 1984
White Black Latino Total
By Length of Spell (in months)
C.C.
2 or more .73 .82 .78 .77
3 or more .54 .65 .57 .58
4 or more .40 .57 .46 .46
5 or more .31 .49 .34 .37
6 or more .27 .44 .30 .32
SUB.
2 or more .68 .81 .76 .70
3 or more .52 .70 .66 .55
4 or more .43 .58 .52 .47
5 or more .36 .47 .43 .38
6 or more .24 .35 .38 .26
b Expressed as a fraction of the total weeks of unemployment within the specific race/ethnicity-residential location
categories.
spells make up more of these groups unemployment than they do for young white males. These
results support our earlier findings on unemployment duration which suggested that young black
and Latino males' unemployment is much more intractable than that of comparable whites in both
the central city and suburbs.
In the central cities, young black males have a higher percentage of their unemployment
made of longer unemployment spells than either comparable whites or Latinos. While 18.8
percent of young black males' unemployment spells ended within one month in 1984, nearly half
of their unemployment was attributable to unemployment spells lasting at least six months! That
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is, of all those young black males in the central city who go unemployed at any time during the
year, nearly half (44.0) experienced six months or more of unemployment before terminating their
spell. The comparable figure for young white males is 27.0 percent, and for young Latino males
is 30.0 percent.
The concentration of unemployment towards longer spells does not ease in the suburbs for
young white, black or Latino males, nor does the intensity of racial/ethnic differences in these
concentrations of longer spells. For young white males in the suburbs, the percent of all their
unemployment attributable to spells lasting at least 4 or more and 5 or more months is greater
than that in the central city. The same is also true for young Latino males. However, the percent
of all young black males' unemployment in the suburbs attributable to spells lasting 4 or more or 5
or more months is, in essence, the same as that in the central city. In all cases, except Latinos, the
percentage of all unemployment attributable to spells lasting 6 or more months in the suburbs is
less than in the central city.
A number of conclusions can be drawn from the data in table 2.5. First, it is clear that
young black and Latino males' unemployment in relation to that of comparable whites is more
attributable to longer spells of unemployment in either the suburbs or central cities. However,
living in the suburbs may, to some degree, ease the intractableness of unemployment for young
white and black, but not Latino males. Finally, these results also show that living in the suburbs
does nothing to reduce the racial/ethnic differences in the concentration of unemployment in
longer spells.
Before we fully accept these conclusions, we must deal with the fact that spells of
unemployment can end in either employment or withdrawal from the labor force. This fact has
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implications on how we interpret the completion of unemployment spells that we examined in the
preceding two tables. If, for example, young white, black, and Latino males had the same
percentage of their spells end within one month and that all their spells ended in employment, it
would be tempting to conclude that there was no difference in young white, black, and Latino
males' probability of getting a job, given that they were unemployed. However, if in fact one half
of young blacks' and Latinos' unemployment spells ended in withdrawal while none did for whites,
then the preceding inference would be wrong, since the data would now show that young blacks
and Latinos were still without work even after their unemployment spells ended. Thus, it seems
reasonable to find out whether there exists racial/ethnic differences in the ending of unemployment
spells in employment to clarify whether our inferences based on the earlier two tables were indeed
correct.
Table 2.6 shows the percentage of spells ending in either employment or withdrawal for
young white, black, and Latino males in the central city and suburbs, irrespective of which month
the spell ended in. Slightly more unemployment spells end in employment in the suburbs as
compared to the central cities. Following this trend, young white and Latino males' spells of
unemployment are more likely to end in employment, .69 and .64, respectively, in the suburbs
than in the central city, .66 and .62. Conversely, this also means that their spells of unemployment
are more likely to end in withdrawal in the central city than in the suburbs. However, these trends
do not hold true young black males. Their spells of unemployment are more likely to end in
withdrawal in the suburbs, .47, than in the central city, .42. Contrary to conventional wisdom,
then, young black males seem to have a harder time getting a job once unemployed in the suburbs
than in the central city, while young white and Latino males appear to have an easier time.
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Table 2.6
Likelihood of Unemployment Spells Ending in Employment/Withdrawal
by Race/Ethnicity and Residential Location: 1984
White Black Latino Total
C.C.
Spells ending in .66 .58 .62 .64
employment
Spells ending in .34 .42 .38 .36
withdrawal
SUB.
Spells ending in .69 .53 .64 .66
employment
Spells ending in .31 .47 .36 .34
withdrawal
However, there is no clear reason why young black workers get more discouraged and drop out
of the labor force in the suburbs than in the central city. Table 2.6 also shows that young white
males' spells of unemployment are more likely to end in employment in both the central city and
suburb than comparable blacks and Latinos.
These results suggest that our inferences about racial/ethnic differences in unemployment
made from the previous two tables may be more true than the data lead us to believe. They also
suggest that, as Clark and Summers (1979) pointed out, the unemployment duration of spells
measure is an inadequate indicator of the ease or difficulty of finding work because of high exit
rates from the labor force during unemployment spells. Thus, these results point to the
importance of a using a jobless duration measure that includes the officially measured unemployed
and those classified as not-in-the-labor-force, but who are able to work, in any study of
unemployment since there may be little difference between these two labor market states. They
also suggest that the racial/ethnic differences in the likelihood of unemployment spells ending in
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employment have implications on how we interpret the distribution and concentration of
unemployment spells. They suggest that young black and Latino males' unemployment may be
more intractable than that of comparable whites even if their unemployment distributions were the
same.
Another way to examine the concentration of unemployment and joblessness is to examine
the distribution of unemployed and jobless persons and unemployed and jobless weeks. Table 2.7
shows the distribution of the unemployed and jobless for each racial/ethnic group by residential
location. Two main conclusions can be drawn. First, the pattern of unemployment and jobless
concentrations is different for young white than for comparable young black and Latino males in
both the central city and suburbs. Young white males' unemployment and joblessness, when
compared to those of young black and Latino males, are much more concentrated in shorter spells
in both the central city and suburbs. In the central city, 25.6 percent of the young white male
labor force who experienced three-and-a-half months of unemployment accounted for 65.0
percent of all the unemployment for this group. The comparable figures for young black and
Latino males is 27.7 and 31.4 percent, respectively, and 47.3 and 60.3 percent, respectively. This
same pattern also holds true for unemployment in the suburbs and for joblessness in both the
central city and suburbs. Conversely, young black and Latino males' unemployment is more
concentrated in longer spells. In the suburbs, for example, the 13.3 and 12.2 percent of the young
black and Latino male labor force, respectively, who experienced over six months of
unemployment, accounted for 38.8 and 26.8 percent, respectively, of all unemployment for these
groups. The comparable figures for young white males is 7.1 and 17.7 percent. Again, this same
pattern holds for central city unemployment and for joblessness in both the central city and
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Table 2.7
Distribution of Unemployment and Joblessness by Race/Ethnicity and Residential Location: 1984
(in weeks)
White Black Latino Total
Unemp. Jobless Unemp. Jobless Unemp. Jobless Unemp. Jobless
Unemployed and Jobless Persons (percent of labor force)
C.C.
1-4 10.5 4.7 10.6 4.9 11.5 4.5 10.6 4.7
5-14 15.1 11.7 17.1 9.3 19.9 10.3 16.0 11.0
15-26 6.8 8.7 12.3 9.3 8.5 9.7 8.2 8.9
27-39 3.7 6.8 8.7 11.4 8.0 9.3 5.3 8.1
40+ 3.4 7.5 9.9 23.8 4.3 18.5 4.9 12.3
SUB.
1-4 12.7 6.2 11.7 4.4 11.2 5.1 12.4 6.0
5-14 13.2 11.5 19.1 11.0 13.8 10.7 13.6 11.5
15-26 7.0 7.8 19.3 12.3 8.2 9.3 7.9 8.2
27-39 4.7 7.8 3.4 10.6 10.5 12.7 4.9 8.3
40+ 2.4 6.7 9.9 24.8 1.7 7.6 2.9 8.0
Weeks of Unemployment and Joblessness (percent of weeks)
C.C.
1-4 26.6 12.0 18.1 8.3 22.1 8.5 23.6 10.5
5-14 38.4 29.7 29.2 15.9 38.2 19.8 35.6 24.5
15-26 17.2 22.0 21.0 15.8 16.2 18.6 18.3 19.8
27-39 9.5 17.3 14.8 19.4 15.3 17.8 11.7 17.9
40+ 8.4 19.1 16.8 40.5 8.3 35.4 10.9 27.3
SUB.
1-4 31.8 15.4 18.5 7.0 24.7 11.3 30.0 14.3
5-14 33.0 28.9 30.2 17.5 30.5 23.5 32.6 27.4
15-26 17.5 19.5 30.5 19.4 18.1 20.4 18.8 19.6
27-39 11.7 19.5 19.7 16.8 23.1 27.9 11.7 19.7
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Table 2.7
Distribution of Unemployment and Joblessness by Race/Ethnicity and Residential Location: 1984
(in weeks)
White Black Latino Total
Unemp. Jobless Unemp. Jobless Unemp. Jobless Unemp. Jobless
40+ 6.0 16.7 19.1 39.3 3.7 16.8 6.8 19.1
suburbs.
Secondly, residence in the suburbs does not substantially alter nor improve the
concentration of unemployment or jobless for either young white, black and Latino males. In fact,
whereas 38.8 of all joblessness for young suburban black males is attributable to its members who
are out of work for more than six months, only 31.6 percent is for young central city black males.
This suggests that young black male joblessness is more concentrated in longer spells in the
suburbs as compared to the central city. This also confirms the previous findings. However,
young Latino males' joblessness is less concentrated in longer spells in the suburbs than in the
central city, suggesting that a suburban residence may improve their intractability of joblessness.
Little or no differences exits in either residential area when examining unemployment for young
white, black, and Latino males.
Conclusion
An examination into the distribution and concentration of unemployment and jobless spells
confirms our earlier conclusions about whether residential location matters in the unemployment
differences between young white and black and Latino males. This examination shows that young
black males experience longer and more concentrated unemployment and jobless spells than
young white males in either the suburbs and central cities, and that no improvement, in relation to
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their white counterparts, is made in terms of easing their unemployment and joblessness by living
in the suburbs. It also shows that their unemployment difficulties are equally poor, and in some
instances much worse, when they live in the suburbs as opposed to the central cities. This
examination also shows that young Latino males, on the other hand, have less unemployment
difficulties when they live in the suburbs as compared to the central cities, and that there relative
position with respect to whites improves when they live in the suburbs as opposed to the central
cities. Again, support is found for the spatial mismatch hypothesis in the case of young white
males, and to a certain extent young Latino males, but not young black males. Furthermore, it is
unlikely, given these findings, that a spatial mismatch explains blacks' employment difficulties in
relation to those of whites in metropolitan areas, and somewhat likely that this hypothesis explains
Latinos' employment difficulties in relation to those of whites.
SUPPLY- AND DEMAND-SIDE EXPLANATIONS OF RACIAL/ETHNIC
UNEMPLOYMENT AND JOBLESS DURATION DIFFERENCES
We have learned that a suburban residential location seems to matter more for young
white, and to a certain extent, young Latino males, but not for young black males in easing
employment difficulties. Most of the labor market indicators I examined in the previous section
show that young, suburban white males perform better in the labor market compared to their
central city counterparts. Some labor market indicators show that young, suburban Latino males
perform better in the labor market than their central city counterparts, while none do for young
black males. Thus, it appears as though a spatial mismatch explanation of lower employment is
more applicable to young white males, and to a certain extent young Latino males, than to young
black males. It is unlikely, then, that a spatial mismatch hypothesis can explain racial/ethnic labor
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market outcome differences in metropolitan areas. Since the spatial mismatch appears to be an
unlikely explanation of racial/ethnic labor market outcome differences in metropolitan areas and
because we have also learned that young black and Latino unemployment and jobless durations
are longer and more concentrated than those of their white counterparts in both the central city
and suburbs, an examination of other, competing explanations of why young black and Latino
males do worse in the metropolitan labor markets in relation to their white counterparts, in
addition to the spatial mismatch explanation, seems in order. These other explanations can be
categorized through a supply- and demand-side approach.
Supply-Side Explanations
Reservation Wages
Much research that attempts to explain the racial differences in young adults'
unemployment duration has centered on analyzing and estimating racial differences in reservation
wages; that is, the lowest wage a worker is willing to accept to receive employment (Holzer,
1986, Freeman, 1989). However, most research has found little evidence to suggest that young
blacks' reservation wages are substantially higher than those of comparable young whites, or high
enough to explain racial differences in duration. In fact, most research concludes that young
blacks seek jobs and wages that are comparable to those of young whites, but that the jobs and
wages young blacks ultimately obtain are lower than their reservation wage (Holzer, 1986;
Freeman, 1989).
Skills Mismatch
Another supply-side story that could potentially explain racial unemployment differences
in metropolitan areas is termed the skills mismatch hypothesis. This story refers to the idea that
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labor demand has shifted away from less educated workers in the past two decades, and that
blacks have been hurt by this shift more than whites. Most researchers attribute this shift to
declining employment in manufacturing across metropolitan areas (Bound and Johnson, 1992;
Katz and Murphy, 1992; Acs and Danzinger, 1990).14 In addition, measures of changes in cohort
size for different education-by-experience groups over time - whether caused by demographics
(i.e., baby boom/bust) or changing school enrollment patterns - are also used to measure the
relevant supply shifts in each case.
Most of this literature focuses on differences in wages (or earnings) rather than
employment, however. Nonetheless, standard labor market analysis suggests that changes in
wages and employment should be positively related if labor demand shifts dominate, and
negatively related if labor supply shifts dominate, assuming a positive labor supply elasticity. The
falling employment of those with less than a high school degree, especially among young people,
suggests, as Holzer (1990) notes, that demand has shifted away from them. This dynamic has
been found for black males, in particular, and analysis by Juhn (1992) suggests that recent demand
shifts have reduced their participation rates as well. Furthermore, falling relative wages of blacks
in the 1980s have also been recently noted by Bound and Freeman (1992). This analysis suggests
that changing returns to both measured and unmeasured components of skill may explain part of
these developments, as might falling enforcement of anti-discrimination activity by the
government (Leonard, 1990). However, others have argued against the skills mismatch
hypothesis by pointing to the large availability of low-wage service jobs in the past decade (Mishel
and Teixeira, 1991).
"Much of this literature is neatly summarized in Levy and Murnane (1992).
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In all, the literature tends to support the skills mismatch hypothesis as a possible
explanation for blacks' lower wages and employment levels in relation to those of whites. It is not
clear, however, to what extent this explanation remains important in relation to other ones (i.e.,
spatial mismatch, discrimination, etc).
Skills Mismatch within Intrametropolitan Spatial Context
The above literature refers to relative demand and supply shifts for and of labor across
metropolitan areas. As such, an examination of this hypothesis requires data over time with
respect to the changing skill characteristics of labor and to the changing skill requirements of
industries/occupations over time. It is not my intent, however, to examine this hypothesis in detail
using duration data since my focus is on the spatial mismatch as an explanation of blacks' and
Latinos' lower employment in relation to whites. However, this notion of a skills mismatch can be
indirectly investigated within a spatial context. That is, as a result of growing intrametropolitan
movements of particular kinds of firms and certain population groups, the skills mismatch can be
indirectly examined as an explanation of racial/ethnic employment differences in metropolitan
areas. Kasarda (1986) argues that in central cities, particularly in the North, manufacturing jobs,
which tend to have lower educational requirements, have moved to the suburbs, or out of the
country, and have been replaced by service jobs that tend to require higher educational requisites.
According to Kasarda, this change in the central cities' mix of industries and jobs has created a
"serious mismatch between the current education distribution of minority residents in large
northern cities and the changing education requirements of their rapidly transforming industry
bases. This mismatch is one major reason why both unemployment rates and labor-force dropout
rates among central-city blacks are much higher than those of central-city residents, and why
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black unemployment rates have not responded well to economic recovery in many northern cities
(Kasarda, 1986, p. 26)". Inferring from his argument, Kasarda suggests that low-skilled blacks
who live in central-cities would perform better in the labor market absolutely if they moved to
areas, namely the suburbs, where the demand for low-skilled workers is greater relative to the
central cities and would perform better in the labor market relative to whites if they improved
their skills.
Table 2.8 sheds light on these predictions." This table shows the mean unemployment
and jobless durations by educational attainment for young white, black, and Latino males in the
central cities and suburbs." The lower panel shows the central city/suburban ratios of these
measures. Ratios greater than one show a suburban advantage. Ratios less than one show a
central city advantage. These ratios help us to verify the first of the two predictions. The first
prediction suggests that low-skilled, central city blacks should have worse labor market outcomes,
or in our case, longer unemployment and jobless durations, than their suburban counterparts. In
addition, the prediction also suggests that higher-skilled, central-city blacks should perform as
good or better in the labor market as their higher-skilled, suburban counterparts. The table
shows that neither of these predictions are true for blacks' measures, or for Latinos'
unemployment durations, but are for those of whites. Less than high school educated blacks who
live in the suburbs have longer unemployment and about the same jobless durations as their
"It is important to note that education level is just one measure of skills that are relevant
for employment and for which demand may be rising. However, a focus on education as a proxy
for a wide variety of skills is reasonable. This variable is most easily identifiable in most datasets,
and to employers who use it as a predictor of other skills or trainability.
"Less than high school refers to less-skilled and high school graduate refers to higher
skilled in table 2.7.
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Table 2.8
Mean Unemployment and Jobless Durations by Educational Attainment,
Race/Ethnicity, and Residential Location: 1984
White Black Latino Total
Unemp. Jobless Unemp. Jobless Unemp. Jobless Unemp. Jobless
C.C.
Less Than H.S. 14.9 25.0 21.4 34.0 16.9 30.2 16.1 28.0
H.S. Grad. 14.5 21.9 18.6 30.3 15.8 28.1 15.9 24.1
SUB.
Less Than H.S. 13.9 22.9 25.3 33.5 20.1 25.7 15.3 25.8
H.S. Grad. 13.5 22.2 14.2 30.6 15.9 23.0 13.9 23.9
C.C./SUB.
Less Than H.S. 1.07 1.09 .84 1.01 .84 1.18 1.04 1.08
H.S. Grad. 1.07 .99 1.31 .99 .99 1.22 1.10 1.01
central city counterparts. The opposite is true for whites, however. The first of Kasarda's
predictions is not confirmed for blacks, and to a certain Latinos, using duration measures of
unemployment.
Kasarda's second prediction suggests that central city blacks labor market status should
improve relative to that of their white counterparts if they enhanced their skills. The black/white
and Latino/white unemployment and jobless ratios by educational attainment group in the central
city suggests that Kasarda's prediction is true for unemployment, but not for jobless durations.
For example, the black/white and Latino/white unemployment duration ratios in the central city
for less than high school educated are 1.44 and 1.13, respectively, and drop to 1.29 and 1.09,
respectively, for high school graduates. On the other hand, the black/white and Latino/white
jobless duration ratios in the central city for less than high school educated are 1.36 and 1.21,
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respectively, and rise to 1.38 and 1.28, respectively, for high school graduates. However, the
same is also true in the suburbs where low-skilled jobs have supposedly moved. Thus, the
improvement of blacks' and Latinos' skills irrespective of their residential location improves their
labor market status relative to whites. It should be noted that the sharp relative improvements in
blacks' and Latinos' labor market status, particularly for unemployment durations, is partly a result
of blacks' and Latinos' improved labor market performance as a result of increasing their skills, but
it seems more a result of whites labor market performance being very good in either educational
category, and improving very little with increased skill. Their labor market outcomes as measured
by unemployment and jobless durations remains low relative to those of blacks and Latinos
regardless of their educational attainment. Thus, the evidence in support of Kasarda's second
prediction is mixed. In addition, contrary to Kasarda's story, the relative improvements in blacks'
and Latinos' labor market outcomes given increased educational attainment are more stark in the
suburbs than the central cities. Furthermore, young black and Latino males average
unemployment and jobless durations are longer than those of their white counterparts even within
educational attainment levels, though these differences are smaller within the high school graduate
category, particularly in the suburbs.
Demand-Side Explanations
These results suggest that an analysis of the labor market's supply-side may not be able to
fully explain the racial/ethnic differences in unemployment or jobless durations among young
whites, blacks and Latinos in metropolitan areas. Holzer (1986) suggests that the demand-side of
the labor-market should be investigated as well to see if it affects unemployment durations, in
general, and racial unemployment duration differences, in particular. Therefore, in this next
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section, I examine whether the spatial mismatch ofjobs and residents, relative demand, or
aggregate demand has any effect on unemployment or jobless durations, in general, and whether
they can explain racial/ethnic differences in these measures, in particular.
In order to investigate these relationships, I merged the 1984 NLSY workhistory file
(weekly labor market data used to construct spells and duration of unemployment and
joblessness) with the 1985 NLSY main file with geocode data (provides local unemployment rate
by MSA for each observation), and a macro-variable file I created using data from the 1982
Census of Industries. This last data file includes macro-variables measuring the industrial
structure characteristics of central cities and suburbs within the MSAs in which the individuals in
the NLSY reside.
Spatial Mismatch of Jobs and Residents in Metropolitan Areas
In the beginning of this chapter, I indirectly tested the spatial mismatch hypothesis by
comparing young white, black, and Latino males' unemployment and jobless dynamics in the
central cities and suburbs. The spatial mismatch hypothesis suggests that suburban residents
should perform better in the labor market than their central city counterparts because they live in
areas where job growth has occurred the fastest in the past two decades. We found however, that
young white males perform better in the labor market compared to their central city counterparts,
that young Latino males tend to do better by certain labor market indicators than their central city
counterparts, and that young black males tend to perform badly in the labor market irrespective of
their residential location. However, it was not clear whether the spatial mismatch caused
racial/ethnic differences in labor market outcomes to increase in metropolitan areas, though given
the results cited above, it seems unlikely that it did.
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Since the spatial mismatch story concerns the spatial distribution of certain jobs in relation
to the spatial distribution of certain groups of workers in metropolitan areas, I constructed table
2.9 to examine whether job decentralization affects the unemployment and jobless durations of
young white, black, and Latino males, and, more precisely, whether it contributes to racial/ethnic
differences in these labor market measures. The job decentralization measure is defined as the
percentage of all jobs in youth demanding industries, i.e., manufacturing, retail trade, and service
jobs, in an MSA located in the suburbs. 9 This index shows the variation in job decentralization
for jobs in industries in which the majority of young adults work across MSAs, irrespective of the
variation in demand for young adult labor across MSAs constant.20 The index is categorized in
thirds representing metropolitan areas with low, moderate, and high suburban concentrations of
these jobs.
Panel A in table 2.9 shows that, in general, central city youth's average unemployment and
jobless durations increase in metropolitan areas with higher levels ofjob decentralization, as the
spatial mismatch hypothesis suggests. Conversely, suburban youth's average unemployment and
jobless durations, in general, decline in metropolitan areas with higher levels ofjob
decentralization, which is also consistent with the hypothesis. However, in both residential areas
19Ihlanfeldt (1992) argues that job decentralization measures should only be measured for
low-skill, or blue-collar, jobs. However, as I argued in chapter 1, this index could be measured
for jobs in which we find black or in this case youth workers. Since over fifty percent of either
young white, black, and Latino males work in the manufacturing, retail trade, or service
industries, this index seems appropriate, particularly given that the most recent and relevant data
to measure low-skill jobs would be over four years old, i.e., the 1980 Census.
20 See table A2.2 for the industrial distribution of young white, black, and Latino men by
urban zone. It is clear from this table that young white, black, and Latino men in both the central
city and suburb work mostly in these three industries, manufacturing, retail trade, and service
industries.
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Table 2.9
Mean Unemployment and Jobless Durations by Decentralization of Jobs in Youth Intensive Industries,
Race/Ethnicity, and Residential Location: 1984
A. White Black Latino Total
Unemp. Jobless Unemp. Jobless Unemp. Jobless Unemp. Jobless
C.C.
Low <23.5 14.2 20.8 18.7 28.7 15.1 28.6 15.5 24.5
Moder. 23.5 - 50.0 14.9 21.7 19.4 30.5 16.9 27.9 17.0 26.3
High > 50.0 16.2 24.8 21.1 32.9 19.5 29.8 18.3 28.4
SUB.
Low <23.5 13.9 22.9 20.7 32.0 17.6 25.3 16.9 24.6
Moder. 23.5 - 50.0 13.1 20.4 18.9 29.9 16.2 23.1 14.7 22.1
High > 50.0 12.7 19.2 16.2 27.2 14.5 21.9 13.8 20.9
TOTAL
Low <23.5 14.0 21.9 19.2 30.2 16.2 27.1 16.3 24.6
Moder. 23.5 - 50.0 13.8 20.9 19.2 30.3 16.6 26.0 16.2 24.0
High > 50.0 14.3 21.9 18.3 30.1 16.9 26.0 16.1 24.2
B. Black/White Latino/White
C.C.
Low <23.5 1.32 1.38 1.06 1.38
Moder. 23.5-50.0 1.30 1.41 1.13 1.29
High > 50.0 1.30 1.33 1.20 1.20
SUB.
Low <23.5 1.49 1.40 1.27 1.10
Moder. 23.5-50.0 1.44 1.47 1.24 1.13
High > 50.0 1.28 1.42 1.14 1.14
TOTAL
Low <23.5 1.37 1.38 1.16 1.24
Moder. 23.5 - 50.0 1.39 1.45 1.20 1.24
High > 50.0 1.28 1.37 1.18 1.18
122
racial/ethnic differences in unemployment and jobless durations exists within each job
decentralization category.
To examine whether job decentralization contributes to increasing racial/ethic differences
in unemployment and jobless durations I calculated black/white and Latino/white unemployment
and jobless duration ratios in each residential area for each job decentralization category. The
results are found in panel B of table 2.9. Ifjob decentralization contributes to rising racial/ethnic
differences in these duration measures, we should expect these ratios to increase in central cities,
where more blacks and Latinos live in relation to whites, by more than they would decline in the
suburbs, where more whites live in relation to blacks and Latinos, when job decentralization is
more severe in metropolitan areas. Panel B shows that job decentralization has no clear effect on
the central city ratios when jobs become more suburbanized. In the central city, only the
Latino/white unemployment duration ratio increases as the job decentralization index increases.
On the other hand, when job decentralization is more severe in metropolitan areas, the suburban
black/white and Latino/white unemployment duration ratios decrease, but those for jobless
duration increase. This suggests that when the distribution of youth demanding jobs becomes
more favorable to suburban youth residents, young black and Latino males who are in the labor
force receive jobs at a faster rate than that of whites, but that young black and Latino males who
are out of the labor force receive jobs at a slower rate than their white counterparts. Therefore,
the black/white and Latino/white duration ratios, in general, do not increase in the central cities
more than they decrease in the suburbs. The one exception, however, is Latino's unemployment
duration measure. Since the job decentralization effect on the black/white and Latino/white
duration measures is in a large sense ambiguous in metropolitan areas, it is not clear that job
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decentralization in metropolitan areas contributes to racial /ethnic labor market outcome
differences in metropolitan areas. In fact, the total section in panel B confirms that job
decentralization does not increase racial/ethnic duration differences in metropolitan areas. The
one exception is the Latino/white unemployment duration difference. However, this increase is
very slight. What is clear, however, is that young white males duration measures are lower than
those of either young black or Latino males irrespective of the degree ofjob decentralization in
metropolitan areas.
Relative Demand of Jobs in Youth Intensive Industries
It has also been suggested that differences in relative demand in metropolitan areas may
explain part of the racial/ethnic labor market outcome differences. Cain and Finnie (1990) found
that increases in demand factors, such as a strong youth industrial demand index defined as the
percentage ofjobs in retail trade, recreation and entertainment, and services in metropolitan areas,
lead to about a 25 percent increase in black youth employment. However, since they did not
estimate what the effect of these relative demand factors would be on white's employment, it is
difficult to say whether black youth made up employment ground in relation to whites as these
demand factors increased. Presumably, though, one should expect that increases in relative
demand for youth labor in metropolitan areas should improve young males labor market
outcomes. Furthermore, even if a hiring queue exists where young white are the preferred labor
group, we should expect racial/ethnic differences to be smaller in metropolitan areas with a very
high relative demand for youth labor, since we should expect that black and Latino youth to be
incorporated into labor markets at a faster rate than whites when the demand for youth labor is
very high.
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Table 2.10 shows the mean unemployment and jobless durations for young white, black,
and Latino males by a youth intensive industrial demand index. This index is defined as the
percentage of all jobs in a MSA that are in industries that have a high demand for youth labor -
manufacturing, retail trade, and service. This index allows for variation in the demand for young
adult labor across MSAs irrespective of the spatial distribution of these jobs. Like the job
decentralization index, I categorized this index into thirds representing metropolitan areas with
low, moderate, and high youth intensive industrial demand structures. There is no priori
expectation of whether suburban durations should be shorter than those in the central cities.
However, if we accept Kasarda's (1986) hypothesis that jobs which require few skills have moved
to the suburbs, it would not be surprising if suburban durations are lower than those of the central
city at each level of this index.
Panel A shows that, as expected, young male's average durations decline when
metropolitan areas have higher relative demand indexes for youth labor. This is true in both the
central cities and suburbs. This suggests, as does the analysis ofjob decentralization's impact on
durations, that young male's unemployment and jobless durations are responsive to the demand
conditions in metropolitan areas. However, it is quite clear that racial/ethnic differences exist in
average durations in both the central city and suburbs regardless of which youth intensive
industrial demand index level one is examining. Furthermore, given the different index levels,
suburban durations are, in general, slightly lower that those in the central cities.
Panel B shows the black/white and Latino/white unemployment and jobless durations
ratios in the central city and suburbs. These ratios give some insight into whether increases in the
relative demand for youth labor reduce racial/ethnic duration differences in metropolitan areas. In
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Table 2.10
Mean Unemployment and Jobless Durations by Young Adult Industrial Structure Index,
Race/Ethnicity, and Residential Location: 1984
A. White Black Latino Total
Unemp. Jobless Unemp. Jobless Unemp. Jobless Unemp. Jobless
C.C.
Low <32.0 16.9 23.9 21.1 34.2 18.3 29.7 17.4 27.2
Moder. 32.0 - 45.0 13.9 20.2 20.3 32.9 16.1 29.2 16.8 26.6
High > 45.0 13.5 19.3 19.2 29.1 15.3 27.7 15.1 24.1
SUB.
Low <32.0 15.5 23.8 21.3 32.2 19.9 29.2 16.6 25.2
Moder. 32.0 - 45.0 13.3 20.4 19.0 30.2 17.7 26.4 14.6 22.4
High > 45.0 12.5 18.1 16.6 24.2 15.3 19.8 13.6 21.7
TOTAL
Low <32.0 15.9 23.8 21.1 33.4 18.9 29.6 18.1 28.1
Moder. 32.0-45.0 13.4 20.4 19.9 31.9 16.5 27.9 15.9 25.1
High > 45.0 13.2 18.4 18.3 27.3 15.3 24.5 15.0 24.5
B. Black/White Latino/White
C.C.
Low <32.0 1.25 1.43 1.08 1.24
Moder. 32.0 -45.0 1.46 1.63 1.16 1.45
High > 45.0 1.42 1.51 1.13 1.43
SUB.
Low <32.0 1.37 1.35 1.28 1.23
Moder. 32.0-45.0 1.43 1.48 1.33 1.29
High > 45.0 1.33 1.33 1.22 1.09
TOTAL
Low <32.0 1.33 1.40 1.18 1.24
Moder. 32.0-45.0 1.49 1.56 1.23 1.37
High > 45.0 1.39 1.48 1.16 1.33
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the central cities, the black/white and Latino/white duration ratios increase with higher levels of
relative demand in metropolitan areas. For example, in metropolitan areas with low relative
demand indexes, the black/white and Latino/white unemployment ratios are 1.25 and 1.08,
respectively. In metropolitan areas with high relative demand indexes, the black/white and
Latino/white unemployment ratios increase to 1.42 and 1.13, respectively. However, these
duration ratios increase substantially when these indexes increase from low to moderate, and then
decline when these indexes increase from moderate to high. This suggests that, of the young
adult male groups examined, young white males receive the initial employment benefits in central
cities when metropolitan areas relative demand structure becomes more favorable to youth
employment. When metropolitan areas relative demand structure is highly favorable to youth
employment, young black and Latino males begin to receive larger shares of employment, and,
thus, begin to make up ground in relation to whites. However, the black/white and Latino/white
duration ratios in metropolitan areas with high relative demand indexes, though smaller than those
in metropolitan areas with moderate indexes, are still larger than they are in metropolitan areas
with low indexes. It is conceivable that these ratios could become smaller than those in
metropolitan areas with low indexes, but it seems as though this could only occur in metropolitan
areas with extremely high relative demand indexes.
These patterns are very similar in the suburbs as well. However, unlike in the central
cities, these ratios are smaller in metropolitan areas with high relative demand indexes than low
relative demand indexes. The patterns in the suburbs suggest, as they do in the central cities, that
young white males are the first to experience employment benefits from relative demand increases
in metropolitan areas. Young, suburban black and Latino males make up employment ground
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with respect to their white counterparts in metropolitan areas with high relative demand indexes.
However, these racial/ethnic duration differences get smaller in the suburbs, unlike in the central
cities, possibly because the relative demand increases in youth intensive employment in
metropolitan areas are more likely to occur in the suburbs, as Kasarda suggests. Nonetheless,
whether or not relative demand differences for youth labor across metropolitan areas can explain
racial/ethnic duration differences in metropolitan areas remains an open question, since its effect
on duration works to increase racial/ethnic differences in the central city, where the majority of
blacks and Latinos live, and works to decrease these differences in the suburbs, where the
majority of whites live. However, combining the central city and suburban durations in the total
section can provide some insight into whether relative demand increases in metropolitan areas
reduce racial/ethnic duration differences.
The total section in panel B shows that increases in relative demand in metropolitan areas
does not reduce racial/ethnic duration differences, except for the Latino/white unemployment
duration difference. However, given that these racial/ethnic duration differences get smaller when
the relative demand index in metropolitan areas moves from moderate to high, it is conceivable
that with very high levels of relative demand in metropolitan areas racial/ethnic duration
differences can fall below those in the low category. It is not known how high these relative
demand indexes must get for such a process to take place. Nevertheless, at each relative demand
level, racial/ethnic duration differences remain fairly large.
Aggregate Demand
Some researchers have argued that fluctuations in aggregate demand, particularly at the
local labor market level, have the largest effect on youth unemployment. That is, when labor
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markets are tight, youth unemployment rates tend to fall faster than those of other demographic
groups, and vice-versa when labor markets are loose. The reason being that youth, because they
are inexperienced and work primarily in the secondary labor market, are located at the bottom of
a hiring queue - last hired during periods of economic expansion and first fired during economic
contractions or recessions (Cherry, 1988). In addition, this problem is intensified for black and
Latino youth who are found at the bottom of the youth workers pool. Given this dynamic, it is
natural for researchers to hypothesize that fluctuations in the local labor market can explain
racial/ethnic youth unemployment differentials. Freeman (1991) showed that in 1987 a one point
decrease in a local labor market's unemployment rate decreased black youth's unemployment rate
1.4 times as fast as that of white youth. Cain and Finnie (1991) also found that in 1980 a one
point decrease in a local labor markets unemployment rate decreased black youth's unemployment
rate 25 percent faster than that of white youth.
To investigate this hypothesis using durations as the labor market outcome measures, I, in
table 2.11, categorized metropolitan areas by different local unemployment rate levels and showed
the mean unemployment and jobless durations for each racial/ethnic group in the central city and
suburbs for each unemployment category. On initial inspection, it is clear that as local labor
markets become tighter, i.e., as the unemployment rate declines, young white, black, and Latino
males' unemployment and jobless durations decline on average in both the central city and
suburbs. Are young white, black, and Latino males' unemployment and jobless durations affected
differently by the unemployment rate when they live in the suburbs as compared to when they live
in the central city? In general, young white, black and Latino males seem to have lower
unemployment and jobless durations in the suburbs than in the central cities given different levels
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Table 2.11
Mean Unemployment and Jobless Durations by Local Unemployment Rate,
Race/Ethnicity, and Residential Location: 1984
A. White Black Latino Total
Unemp. Jobless Unemp. Jobless Unemp. Jobless Unemp. Jobless
C.C.
<8.0 11.3 21.2 17.8 29.2 14.4 25.9 13.9 24.0
8.0 - 12.0 14.8 21.6 19.4 29.4 16.2 29.0 16.1 25.6
> 12.0 16.1 22.7 24.9 36.9 17.5 32.6 18.6 27.6
SUB.
<8.0 10.0 18.8 17.1 27.1 11.9 19.9 11.3 20.3
8.0- 12.0 12.4 19.3 18.6 29.6 20.8 28.1 13.4 20.6
> 12.0 15.9 23.2 21.5 34.8 17.8 24.2 17.3 24.9
TOTAL
<8.0 10.5 19.9 17.6 28.3 13.3 23.2 13.7 23.3
8.0- 12.0 13.1 20.3 19.1 29.4 17.1 28.7 15.2 23.7
> 12.0 15.9 23.0 23.6 36.2 17.6 29.5 18.2 26.6
B. Black/White Latino/White
C.C.
<8.0 1.58 1.38 1.27 1.22
8.0- 12.0 1.31 1.36 1.09 1.34
> 12.0 1.55 1.63 1.09 1.44
SUB.
<8.0 1.71 1.44 1.19 1.06
8.0 - 12.0 1.50 1.53 1.68 1.46
> 12.0 1.35 1.50 1.12 1.04
TOTAL
<8.0 1.68 1.42 1.26 1.17
8.0- 12.0 1.46 1.45 1.30 1.41
> 12.0 1.48 1.57 1.11 1.28
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of the unemployment rate in metropolitan areas. For example, young black males' unemployment
duration is almost one week on average longer in the central city than in the suburbs when the
local unemployment rate is either below 8.0 percent or between 8.0 and 12.0 percent. When the
local unemployment rate is greater than 12.0 percent young black males' unemployment duration
is almost 3 and a half weeks longer when they live in the central city as opposed to the suburbs.
The one exception is for young Latino males in the suburbs whose mean unemployment durations
are longer in the suburbs than in the central cities when the local unemployment rate either
between 8.0 and 12.0 percent or when it is greater than 12.0 percent.
Young white males' unemployment and jobless durations are shorter than those of either
young black or Latino males for each level of the local unemployment rate in either the central
city or suburbs. Given that these racial/ethnic differences in unemployment and jobless durations
exist regardless of the local unemployment rate level, a larger issue concerns whether different
unemployment rate levels widens or narrows the unemployment and jobless duration gap between
young whites and young blacks and Latinos in either the central city or suburbs.
As local labor markets become more loose, i.e., as the local unemployment rate rises,
interesting patterns emerge with respect to racial/ethnic differences in unemployment and jobless
durations. For example, contrary to intuition, the black/white unemployment duration ratio
decreases from 1.71 to 1.35 in the suburbs when the local unemployment rate moves from being
less than 8.0 percent to being greater than 12.0 percent. Conversely, the black/white jobless
duration ratio increases from 1.44 to 1.50 given the same changes in labor market conditions.
These same patterns hold true for the black/white unemployment and jobless ratios in the central
city, and the Latino/white ratios in both the central city and suburb. The results for
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unemployment duration suggest that as the local unemployment rate decreases young white males
who are technically in the labor force receive jobs at a faster rate than do young blacks or Latinos
in either the central city or suburbs, thereby increasing the black/white and Latino/white
unemployment duration ratio. At the same time, however, the tightening of the labor market pulls
those young males who are technically out of the labor force back in to search for work. Thus,
the decline in both the black/white and Latino/white jobless duration ratio suggests that young
black and Latino males may be coming back into the labor force and getting work at a greater rate
than whites when the labor market becomes more tight in both the central city and suburbs.
Therefore, aggregate demand levels do appear to explain some of the racial/ethnic duration
differences, but ofjobless durations only. That is, as labor markets become more tight in
metropolitan areas, the black/white and Latino/white jobless duration ratios get smaller.
The following analysis suggests that demand-side factors may affect young white, black,
and Latino males' unemployment and jobless duration more than supply-side factors. However,
neither indicator of a spatial mismatch or relative demand seem to explain the racial/ethnic
differences in these duration measures. Racial/ethnic duration differences exist in both the central
city and suburbs at every level of these measures, and these differences remain large. Aggregate
demand measures, on the other hand, do affect these duration differences, but only for jobless
measures. However, though it seems true that black and Latino youth's jobless duration falls
faster than that of comparable white youth in periods of tight labor markets, it is not enough to
conclude that aggregate demand alone can explain these racial/ethnic jobless duration differences.
In order for such a hypothesis to have weight in explaining these differences, two particular
problems must be reconciled. First, why it is that black and Latino youths' jobless and
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unemployment durations are up to one-and-a-half times longer than those of comparable whites in
periods of loose local labor markets is not entirely clear given the aggregate demand hypothesis.
Second, it is not entirely clear why, even in fairly tight labor markets, black and Latino youth's
durations are longer than those of their white counterparts. This is also true of the unemployment
rate, wherein even in local labor markets with 4 percent or less unemployment, or what is
considered full employment, black youth's unemployment rate is still nearly twice as high as that
of white youth (see Freeman, 1991).
What is clear from this demand-side analysis is that black and Latino youth's durations are
longer than those of comparable whites in either the central city or suburbs at each of the demand
levels. However, when demand conditions are more favorable for youth, by either higher relative
demand measure or lower unemployment rates, or when demand conditions are more favorable
for black and Latino youth though a less severe spatial mismatch, racial/ethnic duration
differences become larger and then become somewhat smaller with greater demand. But this is
more true of the first two demand conditions than the last. This suggests that a queuing effect for
low-skilled young workers in either residential area, where white youth are the preferred workers
in the queue, seems to be an important element in contributing to racial/ethnic duration
differences. If this is true, demand-side factors, rather than causing racial/ethnic differences in
duration, appear to instead mitigate the labor queue effect of producing very large racial/ethnic
differences in unemployment and jobless durations. Again, firm conclusions cannot be drawn
without controlling for important individual and metropolitan area characteristics.
CONCLUSION
In this chapter, I indirectly tested the spatial mismatch hypothesis by comparing the
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economic welfare of low-skilled, young males in the central city and suburbs using dynamic labor
market outcome measures. The hypothesis suggests that suburban residents should perform
better in the labor market than their central city counterparts. No support for the hypothesis was
found in the case of young black males since their labor market outcomes remained equally bad in
the suburbs as in the central city. Little support for the hypothesis was found in the case of young
Latino males since they performed better in the labor market by some indicators in the suburbs
than in the central city. The most support for the hypothesis was found in the case of young white
males since, by most labor market indicators, they performed better in the suburbs than in the
central cities. The hypothesis also implies that young black and Latino males should not perform
any worse in the labor market relative to their white counterparts in the suburbs than in the central
city. I found this not to be the case by most labor market measures. In fact, by some of these
labor market measures, young black and Latino males' outcomes are worse in relation to those of
whites in the suburbs than in the central city.
These findings are consistent with those of Harrison (1972), and to a certain extent,
Ellwood (1986). Harrison found that blacks, unlike whites, had worse labor market outcomes by
certain labor market measures in the suburbs than in the central city. Ellwood found that blacks in
the West and South side of Chicago, areas with different job opportunities for youth, black youth
had the same labor market outcomes. Furthermore, he found that in the West side where more
job opportunities existed, white youth received the vast share ofjobs. However, some researchers
have noted and shown that the spatial mismatch may have become more pronounced over time
since Harrison's study (Jencks and Mayer, 1990). It is not entirely clear why the results in this
chapter do not conform to these expectations. It could be due to the fact that, unlike Jencks and
134
Mayer (1990), I restricted my sample to young males with limited schooling and used dynamic
measure of labor market outcomes to investigate this issue. Furthermore, limiting the sample to
young people, as Ihlanfeldt (1992) notes, minimizes the endogeneity problem of residential and
job location and the problem of the selectivity of suburban residents. Ignoring these problems
while using central city/suburban comparisons as a test of the spatial mismatch, as I noted in the
previous chapter, will tend to overstate the effect of the spatial mismatch. It is possible that our
results diverge because Jencks and Mayer did not control for these issues, thereby causing them to
overstate the extent to which the spatial mismatch may have intensified.
There are weaknesses, however, in using the central city/suburban comparison method as
a test of the spatial mismatch. Moreover, these weaknesses may bias the overall results.
Although this dataset is composed of young people, the majority of whom live at home, and as
such whose residential location can be considered exogenous, the endogeneity issue is still at
issue.' It is likely that many of these youth, who range in age from 20 to 28 years old, are unable
to move out of the home precisely because of employment difficulties, thereby making their
residential location less exogenous. However, because the spatial mismatch effect tends to be
overestimated when one does not take into account the endogeneity of residential location, and
because these results, particularly for young black and Latino males, show little spatial mismatch
effect on labor market outcomes, it is possible that the endogeneity issue, for example, whether
people who live in the suburbs are more likely to recieve jobs or whether people have jobs are
more likely to move to the suburbs, may not be that severe.
The chief weakness of this methodological approach that could explain why it is that
2 Approximately 55 percent of the sample live at home with at least one parent.
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blacks, and to a certain extent Latinos, do no benefit greatly in their labor market outcomes from
having a suburban residential location is the inability to control for the patterns of black or Latino
suburbanization. That is, blacks and Latinos who move to the suburbs could be relegated to that
part of the suburbs that is more dilapidated, adjacent to the central city, and where jobs have left,
as Kain (1992) and Ihlanfeldt (1992) suggest. If this is true, there may be little difference in the
labor market opportunities facing suburban or central city blacks and Latinos. Neglecting this
facet of black and Latino suburbanization will tend to underestimate the effect of the spatial
mismatch. It is likely, then, that my inability to control for these suburbanization patterns by using
a central city/suburban comparison of labor market outcomes could be generating the results I
found, since little support is found for the spatial mismatch in the case of young black, and to a
certain extent Latino, males. However, in chapter 5, I explicitly take these suburbanization
dynamics into account using a case-study of the Washington, DC area, but still find that a
suburban residential location is much more important for whites than it is for blacks in obtaining
employment, though blacks do realize a small advantage by having a suburban residential location.
In this chapter, I also made an initial investigation into the demand-side causes of the
longer unemployment and jobless durations of young black and Latino males in relation to their
white counterparts. This investigation showed that lower unemployment rates, better demand
conditions for jobs in youth intensive industries and a better spatial distribution of these jobs in
metropolitan areas are associated, in general, with lower young white, black, and Latino males'
unemployment and jobless durations. However, there appears to be a lag in how fast young black
and Latino males benefit from an improvement in these indicators in the central cities and suburbs.
Young white males seem to respond the quickest in either the central cities or suburbs when these
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measures of demand improve, while young black and Latino begin to benefit only at high levels of
these measures. Nonetheless, young black and Latino males' durations are much longer than
those of their white counterparts in both the central city and suburbs irrespective of the demand
conditions of, or the spatial mismatch in, metropolitan areas. These patterns suggests that a
young adult labor queue, where young white males are the most preferred low-skilled workers,
while blacks and Latinos are the least preferred, may be causing a part of these racial/ethnic
differences in outcomes. This finding is also consistent with the idea that I presented in chapter 1.
That is, if race/ethnicity is an important factor in labor markets, its effect will tend to confound
and, possibly, overstate the negative effect of the spatial mismatch on blacks' and Latinos'
employment.
Since I have found little initial support for the spatial mismatch explanation of longer black
unemployment and jobless durations, and, therefore, little support for this hypothesis as an
explanation for racial/ethnic differences in duration in metropolitan areas, it is likely that this
queuing effect is more important. Initial investigation into other demand-side explanations has
shown that perhaps a labor-queue is more important. Put differently, these demand-side factors
seem not to cause racial/ethnic differences in duration in metropolitan areas, but seem to mitigate
the effects of the labor queue in generating these differentials. A formal model that more
systematically explores the relative importance ofjob decentralization (space), the labor queue
(race/ethnicity), as well as personal and family background differences - since these differences
can also cause racial/ethic duration differences - in determining young black and Latino male's
longer jobless durations in the central city and suburbs, may shed more light on the causes of
these racial/ethnic differences in jobless duration. I do this in the next two chapters.
137
CHAPTER 3
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK, EMPIRICAL MODEL, DEFINITIONS OF
VARIABLES, AND DATA
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
I argued in chapter 1 that the spatial mismatch hypothesis is by its very nature a dynamic
question. However, the dependent variables used to investigate changes in economic welfare as a
possible result of the spatial mismatch have been static measures. Little is known, therefore,
about dynamic labor market measures, such as unemployment duration, as it relates to the spatial
mismatch. In chapter 2, I investigated the spatial mismatch hypothesis by examining central
city/suburban dynamic labor market outcome differences. Evidence in support of the hypothesis
would show that suburban labor market outcomes were better than those in the central city. We
saw, however, that young white, black, and Latino males had only slightly longer unemployment
durations in the central cities than in the suburbs, with the differences for white youth being more
stark, offering little support for the hypothesis, particularly in the case of black and Latino males.
We also saw that young black and Latino men had longer unemployment durations than their
white counterparts in both residential locations.
The use of central city/suburban labor market outcome comparisons, however, does not
allow one to assess the importance of a key component of the spatial mismatch story of blacks',
and to a certain extent Latinos', longer jobless durations, namely, the effect of job decentralization
on labor market outcomes. Nor does the central city/suburban comparison method allow one to
assess the relative importance ofjob decentralization, a racial/ethnic hiring queue, demographic
and human capital characteristics in determining the longer durations of blacks and Latinos.
These questions can be investigated using probabilistic models ofjobless spells.
In the duration model I use to test the relative importance of these competing factors in
explaining blacks and Latinos longer durations, I assume the duration of joblessness (D) is a
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function ofjob decentralization (J), competing racial/ethnic groups in the labor force (C), the local
unemployment rate (U), whether or not the individual receives unemployment compensation
(UC), a vector of human capital characteristics (H), such as the highest grade completed and age,
and a vector of individual characteristics (I), such as whether or not the individual is married, has
children, or lives alone (or away from their parent(s) home), so that:
D = f(J, C, U, UC,H, I). (1)
In this model, a particular econometric issue arises. It involves the variable that indicates
whether an individual lives away on their own or at home with their parent(s). Living at home
could lengthen the jobless duration since the cost of being jobless is lower than if one lived alone.
That is, the cost ofjoblessness for those who live at home is mitigated by the additional household
resources from parents, or other relatives who may live at home, that are brought to bear on an
individual's living arrangement. The search intensity for work of those who live at home may be
less than that of those who live on their own, so that the former's jobless duration may be longer
than that of the latter. On the other hand, long jobless spells could also determine whether or not
someone lives at home with their parents. That is, an individual who is not working, particularly
for long periods of time, is less likely to have the resources to move out of the home. Living at
home, then, is not truly an exogenous variable; it is simultaneously being determined by jobless
durations. Put econometrically, the error term in the duration equation could be correlated with
the variable measuring living alone, and this correlation would yield biased and inconsistent
estimates of the other structural parameters. The simultaneity problem is more likely to arise in
duration models of young adults in their mid to late 20s, than it is for teenagers, since teenagers
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are less likely to head their own households."
The correction for this simultaneity problem is given by Hausman (1978). This
procedure entails estimating a living alone equation, called the first stage, and retrieving the fitted
values from this regression. Then, the fitted values are used in place of the variable living alone in
the duration equation, called the second stage, to purge the simultaneity affect. The living alone
equation is defined as:
P(A) = f(Zi, Ei, Li) (2)
where Zi is a vector of personal, human capital, and family background variables related to living
alone, where Ei is a vector of environmental factors related to living alone, and Li is a vector of
labor market and job related variables associated with living alone.' The variable A, is a
dichotomous measure of the whether or not the ith worker lives on their own or with their
parents:
1 if individual i lives on their own
A,= { (3)
0 if individual i lives with parents
The appropriate functional form for this first stage regression (2) is a probit maximum likelihood
function. This functional form is defined as follows:
L = II F(- p'x,) x rl [ 1-F(- p'x,)] (4)
ai=0 ai=1
22The age range of young adults in the data set is 20 to 28, and 50, 36, and 34 percent of
young white, black and Latino central city males, respectively, and 52, 37, and 39 percent of these
males in the suburbs, respectively, live on their own.
' It is also true that the use of instruments for an independent, simultaneous variable
might do more harm than the use of the variable without instruments (Bound, et al., 1993). In
chapter 4, I show both the model without the instrument and the one with the instrument for
living alone.
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where F is equal to the cumulative distribution function and x, is a vector of explanatory variables.
Since this model follows a probit functional form, the fitted values to be retrieved from this model
are the predicted probabilities, P*i, from equation (2). P*i will be used in the second stage model,
equation (1), to purge the simultaneity effect of living alone on jobless durations."
In the second stage model that examines factors related to jobless durations, I used a
simple job search model used by Lynch (1988), in her study of the youth labor market using the
NLSY. In this model, the optimal search strategy is to continue searching for work until one
receives a wage offer that exceeds the reservation wage. The reservation wage equates the
marginal benefits and marginal costs of additional search. The expected completed duration of
unemployment, or conversely, the re-employment probability, is a function of two probabilities; 1)
the probability of receiving a job offer; and, 2) the probability of accepting that job offer.
The re-employment probability, h(t), which is a function of the variables described above,
is also known as the hazard or failure rate. The hazard rate, h(t), is the probability of exiting a
state, i.e., leaving unemployment, in a time interval conditional on having arrived in that state at t:
Probability of exiting between times t and t + At
h(t)-- (6)
(A t)(Probability of exiting after time t)
or, can be rewritten as
h(t) dt = g(t) dt/(1 - G(t)), (7)
"Hausman (1978) also specified a test for simultaneity bias. It entails taking the predicted
probabilities from the first state regression (2), or P*i, and including this variable along with the
dichotomous variable for living alone in the second stage regression (1). If there is no
simultaneity bias, that is, if the null hypothesis is that the variable alone and the error term are
uncorrelated, the coefficient for P*i will not be significant. I conducted these tests for the models
in chapter 4 and found simultaneity bias for all of them.
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where g(t) dt is the probability of accepting a job offer between time t and t + dt, (1 - G(t)) is the
probability of not being employed at time t, and t is the duration of the current spell of
joblessness."
The survivor function can be obtained by integrating this equation:
1 - G(t) = exp [-L' h(z) dz] (8)
which implies the density function:
g(t) = h(t)exp [-f,' h(z) dz]. (9)
Following Lynch (1988), I used a likelihood function that allowed estimation of the
determinants of re-employment probabilities for young adult workers using the survivor and
density function. I selected those young adults who were not working at the start of the 1984
interview date. I then followed their weekly labor market experiences until the 1985 interview
date and observed whether or not they had received employment during this period. For those
who had received a job, I identified the exact week of their employment. Thus, the data set
contains both completed and uncompleted, i.e., censored data, spells ofjoblessness. The
appropriate form for the likelihood function given this type of data is:
NU 1- Gi(ti+ h) NE g (ti + si)
L = II [ ] xHI [ ] (10)
i=1 1-G(ti) =1 1 - G(t)
where NU is the number ofjobless observations at the beginning of the 1985 interview, t is the
jobless duration at the beginning of the 1984 interview, h is the number of weeks between the two
interviews, NE is the number of individuals who find a job by the beginning of the 1985 interview,
" For more detailed discussions on the statistical properties of hazard models see Kiefer
(1988), Cox and Oakes (1984), and Kalbfleisch and Prentice (1980).
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and s is the number of weeks after the beginning of the 1984 interview before becoming
employed.
To operationalize this likelihood function, an appropriate functional form for G must be
chosen. I assume that G follows a Weibull distribution, which is consistent with research on
unemployment duration using hazard analysis (Lynch, 1988; Kletzer, 1988). The Weibull
distribution is used in much of the analysis of unemployment duration because it is assumed that
the longer one stays in an unemployment state, the more likely that individual is to leave that
state.2 ' The survivor function, 1 - G(t), for the Weibull is:
1 - G(t) = exp(-exp(X'B)t"). (11)
The hazard function for the Weibull distribution, then, is:
h(t)= at(*1exp(X'B). (12)
Thus, if an independent variable is positively related to the duration ofjoblessness, or, in other
words, is associated with longer jobless durations, i.e., negatively associated with the hazard rate,
its p coefficient has a negative sign, and vice-versa if the p coefficient has a positive sign.
In the Weibull model, a is called the shape parameter and is labelled such in the Weibull
estimates in the following chapter. If a = 1, the Weibull hazard is flat; if a < 1, the Weibull
hazard is increasing; and, if a > 1, the Weibull is decreasing. Given this, if the hazard is flat,
differences in duration spells will only be determined by the explanatory variables. If the hazard is
increasing (or decreasing), all else equal, the expected duration of a jobless spell will be smaller
(or larger) the longer the individual is not working. Job search theory predicts that as the spell of
unemployment lengthens the reservation wage will fall, implying an increasing hazard, or what is
26 For a more detailed discussion of the Weibull hazard see Lancaster (1979).
144
called a positive duration dependence. Conversely, if employers use employment records as a
signal of potential productivity the hazard will be decreasing, or what is called negative duration
dependence.
EMPIRICAL MODEL AND DEFINITIONS OF VARIABLES
Equations (13) and (14) represent empirical specifications of the theoretical living alone
and jobless duration equations, respectively. The definition of each variable is presented in table
3.1.
A = f(Age, Highest Grade Completed, Married, Children, Unemp. (13)
Compensation, Local Unemp. Rate, SUBmsr, % of CC (SUB)
L. F. White (Black or Latino), Parents High Grade, Female Head,
Mother Work, # of Siblings, Father's Occupation", Total Pop.,
Region of Residence)
D = f(Age, Highest Grade Completed, P*, Married, Children, Unemp. (14)
Compensation, Local Unemp. Rate, SUBmsr", % of CC (SUB)
L. F. White (Black or Latino))
Factors likely to be positively related the probability of living alone include being older,
having more education, being married, having children, having parents with higher education,
having a mother who works, having a lot of siblings (less rooms per person), having a father in a
high skilled occupation (more job contacts), a bigger metropolitan area (more amenities for
"These dummy variables for father's occupation measure them whether or not the father
lives at home with the family.
2I used SUBmsr as the job decentralization variable because data from the 1982 Census
of Industries was the most recent data on job location within metropolitan areas. Farley (1987)
also used this variable and found significant negative effects on black and Latino male
unemployment relative to whites. Also, it is clear that a large majority of young white, black, and
Latino males in both the central city and suburbs work in manufacturing, retail trade, and service
industries. See table A2.2 in the appendix for the industrial distribution of these young males in
both residential areas.
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Table 3.1
Defmition of Variables
(Variables from 1985 NLSY unless otherwise noted)
Variable Name
Duration
Work
Age
Defimition of Variables
Identifies the week during the 52 week year (1984) in which the jobless individual recieves a
job.
Dummy variable equal to 1 if the jobless individual recieves a job during the interview year
(1984); 0 otherwise. Those with 0 are treated as censored in the hazard analysis.
Individual's age in years.
Highest Grade
Completed
Own
Married
Children
Individual's completed years of education.
Dummy variable equal to 1 if individual is on their own; 0 if living at home with parent(s).
Dummy variable equal to 1 if individual is married; 0 otherwise.
Dummy variable equal to I if individual has children; 0 otherwise.
Unemployment
Compensation
Local Unemp.
Rate
SUBmsr
Index of
Segregation
% of CC (SUB)
L. F. White
% of CC (SUB)
L. F. Black
% of CC (SUB)
L. F. Latino
Parents High
Grade
Female Head
Dummy variable equal to I if individaul is recieving unemployment compensation; 0
otherwise.
Continuous unemployment rate for SMSA in which individual resides.
The percentage of all manufactoring, retail trade, and service jobs in an SMSA located in the
suburbs. (1982 Census of Industries.)
The percentage of blacks (Latinos) living in the central city divided by the percentage of
whites living in the central city in an SMSA. (1980 and 1990 Census; extrapolations to
1984.)
The percentage of central city (suburban) residents in the labor force who are white. (1980
and 1990 Census; extrapolations to 1984.)
The percentage of central city (suburban) residents in the labor force who are black. (1980
and 1990 Census; extrapolations to 1984.)
The percentage of central city (suburban) residents in the labor force who are Latino. (1980
and 1990 Census; extrapolations to 1984.)
Total completed years of schooling between individuals parents.
Dummy variable equal to 1 if individual lived in a female headed household in 1978; 0
otherwise.
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Variable Name
Mother Work
# of Siblings
Prof. & Manag.
Father
Sales & Admin.
Father
Service
Father
Craft
Father
Laborer
Father
Total Pop.
Northeast
South
West
Northcentral
Table 3.1
Definition of Variables
(Variables from 1985 NLSY unless otherwise noted)
Definition of Variables
Dummy variable equal to 1 if individual's mother worked in 1978; 0 otherwise.
Number of siblings individual had in 1978.
Dummy variable equal to 1 if father's longest job in 1978 was in a professional or managerial
occupation; 0 otherwise.
Dummy variable equal to 1 if father's longest job in 1978 was in sales or administrative
support occupation; 0 otherwise.
Dummy variable equal to 1 if father's longest job in 1978 was in a service occupation; 0
otherwise.
Dummy variable equal to 1 if father's longest job in 1978 was in a craft or operative
occupation; 0 otherwise.
Dummy variable equal to I if father's longest job in 1978 was in a laborer or farming
occupation; 0 otherwise. (Referece variable in first stage equations.)
Total SMSA population in which individual resides.
Dummy variable equal to 1 if individual lived in the Northeast in 1984; 0 otherwise.
Dummy variable equal to 1 if individual lived in the South in 1984; 0 otherwise.
Dummy variable equal to 1 if individual lived in the West in 1984; 0 otherwise.
Dummy variable equal to 1 if individual liven in the Northcentral in 1984; 0 otherwise.
(Reference variable in first stage equations.)
nonfamily or young households (Chew, 1983)), living in the south (cost of living cheaper;
however, south more conservative in household arrangement, so one might find a negative
association (Christian, 1989)), or west (more "liberal" household living arrangements (Christian,
1989)), and having a job (income to move out and live alone). However, having a job is treated
as the censor variable in the second stage equation and therefore will cause bias in the structural
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parameters. Therefore, I used variables in the second stage model that are associated with getting
or not getting a job. These include the local unemployment rate, whether or not the individual
receives unemployment compensation, the extent ofjob decentralization, and the extent of
competing groups that live in the central city (or suburb). Factors likely to be negatively related
to the probability of living alone include coming from a single female headed household (less
likely to leave single mother) and living in the northeast (high cost of living (Christian, 1989)).
In the duration equation, and for purposes of testing the main question raised at the
beginning of the chapter, factors that I expect to be associated with shorter jobless durations, or
higher hazard rates of leaving jobless states, include a low level ofjob decentralization and little
competition from competing racial/ethnic groups in the labor force or. employer discrimination
against particular groups. If, for example, employers prefer whites over blacks, we should expect
to find young white males jobless duration decrease as the percentage of blacks in the labor force
increases. Conversely, we should expect to find a positive relationship between young black
males' jobless duration and the percentage of whites in the labor force. Other factors that I expect
to be associated with shorter jobless durations include being older, having more education, being
married2 9, having children, receiving no unemployment compensation3, and a low unemployment
"Marriage may shorten jobless durations by inducing individuals to lower their reservation
wage and accept employment. However, if spouse is working, marriage may lengthen the
duration because of the alternative source of income.
30 Unemployment income subsidizes job search so that duration may increase if individual
has unemployment compensation. However, most respondents in the sample did not receive
unemployment compensation since to qualify for UI a worker has to have been laid off from a
previous job and to have worked a minimum amount of time. In this regard, then, receipt of UI
may actually shorten duration because, one, it may send a positive signal to employers about the
worker, and, two, those who receive UI may be the most eager of the sample to search and find
work. Thus, the effect of UI is in fact an empirical question.
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rate.
DATA
In the analysis, I used data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Labor Market
Experience of Youth (NLSY), which is an ongoing study of 12,686 young men and women who
were aged 14 to 21 as of January 1, 1979. Youth in the NLSY have been, and continue to be,
interviewed annually since 1979 about their education, jobs, military service, training programs,
marriage, health, and attitudes. In addition, the NLSY contains a separate geocode file which
provides geographical data on each individual about their residential location and characteristics
of both the SMSA and county in which the individual resides. Furthermore, the NLSY also
provides a distinct workhistory file detailing, among other things, the weekly labor market history
of those individual youth interviewed in the main NLSY file. The response rate in 1985 was over
95% of the original sample.
Based on the NLSY characteristics mentioned above, one can see the appropriateness of
employing this data set in a spatial mismatch study. The NLSY provides very rich geographic
data, and gives weekly workhistory records for each individual. It also does not suffer from a
'respondent problem', i.e., the youth themselves, and not a family member, answer the annual
questionnaire.
Sample Selection
I chose to restrict my analysis to out-of-school, young male adults with less than two years
of college and living in either the central city or suburb of a SMSA. Following most of the
literature on the spatial mismatch, I focused on young men to avoid the complications that arise
with the labor market activity of young women, for whom family responsibilities sometimes
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compete with market work. I restricted the sample to out-of-school male youth with limited
schooling and who live in metropolitan areas because evidence from recent research on young
adult's labor market outcomes suggests that it is these workers who are most likely to experience
labor market difficulties (Bound and Freeman, 1992; Holzer, 1993; Bluestone, Huff, and Tilly,
1994). In addition, restricting the sample to low skilled workers (i.e., workers with low
educational levels) minimizes the sample selectivity problem mentioned in chapter 1, i.e., that
highly skilled or higher income workers are more likely to move to the suburbs. I used data from
the 1985 interview year because it allowed for the most recent year as possible to be included in
the analysis when the economy operated at fairly high levels, while, at the same time, it allowed
me to satisfy the sample selection criteria I defined."
Data Set Construction
In order to conduct the Weibull hazard analysis, I merged three data sets: the 1985 NLSY
main file (demographic and socioeconomic data) with geocode Data, the 1984 NLSY workhistory
file (weekly labor market data), and a macro-variable file I created using data from the 1982
Census of Industries and the 1980 and 1990 Population Census which includes macro-variables
measuring the characteristics of central cities and suburbs within SMSAs. First, I merged the
macro-variable file with the NLSY main file by SMSA code. This procedure attached to each
observation in the main file macro data measuring the characteristics of the central city or suburbs
in which that particular person lived. Second, I merged this data set with the NLSY workhistory
data file. This procedure attached weekly labor market history data during 1985 for each
"After the 1985 interview year, the attrition rate jumped tremendously in the NLSY. The
reason for this is unknown.
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individual.
Using this merged data set, I arrayed the workhistory variable to estimate the spells of
joblessness. After arraying the workhistory variables, I selected those young male adults who
were jobless, i.e., either unemployed or not in the labor force, at the start of the 1984 interview
and traced their workhistories that year. I selected those who were jobless because (1), research
shows that there is little difference between being unemployed or not in the labor force for young
people (Clark and Summers, 1979), and (2), because the sample size of those only unemployed at
the start of the 1984 interview was too small to conduct the analysis. Those who were successful
in finding employment, i.e., had a completed spell of joblessness, by the start of the 1985
interview received a value of 1 for the variable work and also a value for the variable duration
indicating in which week the individual received the job. Thus, the variable, duration, measures
the duration of joblessness. Those individuals who were unsuccessful in finding a job by the start
of the 1985 interview, i.e., had an "uncompleted" spell ofjoblessness, were included in the
analysis but were treated as censored. They received a value of 0 for the variable work and a
value of 52 for variable duration. As I explained earlier in this chapter, a probability of exiting the
state of joblessness is imputed on the censored cases. This probability is determined by the
groups likelihood of leaving a jobless spell in the analysis. 76%, 61%, and 70% of the central city
whites, blacks, and Latinos, respectively, and approximately 82%, 62%, and 79% of the suburban
white, blacks, and Latinos, respectively, completed their spells of joblessness by the 1985
interview.
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CHAPTER 4
THE RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF JOB DECENTRALIZATION AND
RACE/ETHNICITY IN URBAN LABOR MARKETS:
Results of Weibull Jobless Duration Models for Young White, Black, and Latino Males
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INTRODUCTION
In this chapter, I report the results of the Weibull jobless duration models, controlling for
the simultaneity problem of living on one's own and joblessness, for young white, black, and
Latino males. In these models, I examine the relative importance job decentralization,
race/ethnicity, or how blacks and Latinos are treated in the labor market, and individual
differences as explanations of young black and Latino males' longer jobless durations. In the
empirical model I have set up to examine the relative importance ofjob decentralization, I make a
critical assumption that young adults are more likely to work in their residential area. This is to
say that if central city job opportunities are available for central city young adults, for example,
these young adults are more likely to work there. This assumption is 'not unreasonable since the
dataset includes young adults with limited education, or workers who are less likely to commute
long distances to work. This assumption is an important one to make because the data does not
provide information on the work locations of individuals.
According to Kain (1968), the spatial mismatch hypothesis suggests that job
decentralization negatively affects the economic welfare of blacks more than whites because of the
role that residential segregation plays in limiting blacks' ability to follow jobs to the suburbs.
However, it could also negatively affect the economic welfare of central city residents relative to
their suburban counterparts, in general, if the former also face some kind of residential mobility
constraint. Therefore, I ran separate regressions for young white, black, and Latinos males in the
central cities to investigate the differential affect of job decentralization on the jobless durations
of these racial/ethnic groups. However, because blacks also tend to be residentially segregated in
parts of suburbs where jobs have also supposedly left, job decentralization may negatively effect
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their economic welfare as well (Holzer, Ihlanfeldt, and Sjoquist, 1994). Therefore, I also ran
separate regressions for young, white, black, and Latinos in the suburbs not only to investigate
this issue, but also to examine factors that are related to young black and Latino males' longer
durations there. In the final samples, young men represented 152 different central cities and 160
different suburbs. Most of the central cities and suburbs in this sample, however, are apart of the
same SMSA. 2
RESULTS OF WEIBULL HAZARD ANALYSIS ON JOBLESS DURATION
In the following sections, I report the results of the models for central city and suburban
residents. First, I briefly describe the summary statistics for young males. Secondly, I report the
results of the first stage living alone equation for young males. Thirdly, I report the results of the
second stage duration equations as well as the duration equations uncorrected for simultaneity
bias while paying particular attention to the job decentralization and competing racial/ethnic
groups variables. Finally, I discuss my findings and then conclude.
CENTRAL CITY MODELS
Descriptive Statistics
The means and standard deviations of the variables are presented in table 4.1. The
definitions of all variables in the models are found in chapter 3, table 3.1. The descriptive
statistics confirm that young white males have shorter jobless durations on average than either
young black or Latino males, with young black males' durations being the longest. Also, a greater
percentage of young white males receive jobs by the end of the year compared to their young
black or Latino male counterparts. Note that jobless durations are shorter for young males on
2See appendix, table A4. 1, for a list of SMSAs included in the analysis.
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Table 4.1
Means and Std. Dev. for White, Black, and Latino Central City Models
White Black Latino
Variable All Home Own All Home Own All Home Own
Duration 25.6 28.3 * 23.1 31.9 33.6 * 28.9 28.2 31.4 * 22.0
(19.0) (19.8) (17.9) (19.4) (19.2) (19.3) (19.3) (19.1) (18.4)
Work
Own
.76 .69 * .83 .61
(.43) (.46) (.38) (.49)
.52
(.50)
Married
Age
Highest Grade
Completed
Children
Unemployment
Compensation
Local Unemp.
Rate
SUBmsr
% of CC L. F.
White
% of CC L. F.
Black
% of CC L. F.
Latino
Parents High
Grade
Female Head
Mother Work
.56
(.50)
-- .36
(.48)
.21 .04 * .37 .09 .03
(.41) (.19) (.49) (.29) (.16)
22.7 22.4 23.1 23.2 23.0
(2.2) (2.1) (2.3) (2.1) (2.2)
11.2 10.9 11.4 11.7 11.7
(1.8) (1.8) (1.8) (2.0) (1.9)
.21 .11 * .31 .28
(.41) (.31) (.47) (.45)
.25
(.43)
.09 .08 .10 .07 .04
(.29) (.27) (.30) (.26) (.20)
9.2 9.1 9.4 9.0
(2.9) (2.7) (3.1) (2.9)
9.0
(2.8)
.70 .70 .64
(.46) (.46) (.48)
-- .34 --
(.48)
.22 .23 .09
(.42) (.42) (.29)
23.6 22.8 22.3
(2.0) (2.2) (1.9)
11.9 10.8 10.6
(2.1) (2.0) (2.0)
* .34
(.48)
.24 .15
(.43) (.36)
.13 .12 .12
(.33) (.32) (.32)
9.2 9.1 9.4
(3.0) (3.6) (3.4)
.82
(.39)
* .50
(.50)
23.8
(2.4)
11.1
(2.1)
* .40
(.49)
.11
(.32)
8.5
(3.9)
41.6 40.9 42.2 48.1 49.9 * 45.0 38.2 35.5 * 42.8
(19.4) (19.4) (19.4) (23.0) (22.7) (23.2) (22.3) (21.5) (23.2)
-- -- -- 50.6 48.6 * 54.1 50.7 49.0 * 53.5
(16.2) (15.6) (16.7) (15.3) (15.2) (15.0)
20.3 19.5 21.2
(16.0) (16.4) (15.6)
-- 17.4 18.0 16.4
(13.1) (12.8) (13.5)
9.3 10.0 8.6 9.2 9.7 8.2
(11.8) (13.7) (9.6) (10.4) (11.2) (9.0)
21.8 21.4 22.2 21.0 21.0
(5.1) (5.2) (5.0) (4.0) (3.8)
.21 .18 .23 .34
(.40) (.39) (.42) (.47)
.37
(.48)
20.8 14.8 14.8
(4.4) (6.2) (6.5)
.28 .28 .29
(.45) (.45) (.45)
.52 .37 .36
(.50) (.48) (.48)
14.7
(5.7)
.27
(.45)
.39
(.49)
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.51 .45 * .56 .54 .56
(.50) (.50) (.50) (.50) (.50)
Table 4.1
Means and Std. Dev. for White, Black, and Latino Central City Models
White Black Latino
Variable All Home Own All Home Own All Home Own
# of Siblings 3.8 3.9 3.7 4.7 4.6 4.8 5.1 4.9 5.5
(2.4) (2.4) (2.4) (2.9) (2.9) (2.9) (2.7) (2.7) (2.7)
Prof. & Manag. .26 .21 * .29 .10 .10 .10 .08 .09 .08
Father (.36) (.30) (.40) (.19) (.18) (.19) (.21) (.22) (.21)
Sales & Ad. .17 .18 .17 .08 .09 .07 .05 .05 .05
Father (.19) (.21) (.18) (.21) (.22) (.17) (.16) (.16) (.17)
Service .08 .09 .08 .13 .11 * .16 .16 .16 .16
Father (.20) (.21) (.20) (.21) (.19) (.24) (.27) (.28) (.25)
Craft .26 .26 .26 .33 .32 .34 .31 .36 * .23
Father (.34) (.34) (.34) (.41) (.41) (.43) (.40) (.45) (.37)
Laborer .23 .26 * .20 .36 .38 .33 .40 .34 * .48
Father (.33) (.37) (.31) (.42) (.43) (.40) (.43) (.40) (.46)
Total Pop. 13.6 13.6 13.5 11.8 14.2 14.1 14.4 14.6 13.9
(log) (14.1) (14.2) (14.0) (14.5) (14.5) (14.5) (14.7) (14.7) (14.3)
Northcentral .31 .31 .32 .27 .25 * .31 .08 .08 .08
(.47) (.46) (.47) (.44) (.43) (.47) (.28) (.28) (.27)
Northeast .17 .20 * .14 .22 .22 .22 .28 .31 .24
(.41) (.40) (.34) (.41) (.42) (.42) (.45) (.46) (.43)
South .26 .25 .27 .41 .44 * .36 .21 .21 .21
(.44) (.44) (.45) (.49) (.50) (.48) (.41) (.41) (.41)
West .26 .24 .27 .10 .09 .10 .40 .36 * .47
(.44) (.43) (.45) (.30) (.29) (.30) (.49) (.48) (.50)
* Indicates that the difference between those that live at home and on their own is statistically significant at the 95
percent level of confidence.
their own than at home, and also note that a greater percentage of young males on their own
receive jobs by the end of the year compared to their counterparts who live at home. Again,
though living on one's own may shorten jobless durations because of increased search intensity for
work, jobless durations may also limit one's ability to live on one's own. A greater percentage of
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whites live on their own compared to their young black and Latino male counterparts.
Young black males are more likely to live in central cities with greater job decentralization
than either young white or Latino males. Ifjob decentralization does in fact lengthen jobless
durations, we might expect it to lengthen those of blacks much more than those of whites or
Latinos.
A greater percentage of young white and Latino males are married. Also note that
married males are more likely to live on their own. A greater percentage of blacks come from
female headed households, and live in the south than either whites or Latinos, while Latino males
have more siblings, and are more likely to live in the west. Young white males' fathers are more
likely to work in skilled occupations than the fathers of either black or Latino males.
Results of the Living Alone Model
Table 4.2 shows the results of the living alone model for young white, black, and Latino
males in the central city, i.e., equation (13) using functional form (4) shown in the previous
chapter. All of the models are statistically significant. The coefficients can be interpreted as
increasing (or decreasing) the likelihood of living alone, or, in other words, away from the
parent(s) home. The variable married is the only one consistently significant in the models for
young white, black, and Latino males. Its sign is positive and the magnitude of the coefficient is
large. These estimates indicate that young white, black, and Latino males who are married are
most likely to be living on their own."
" Even though one-third of the married males in the sample live at home with their parents
it is likely that marriage is not a truly exogenous variable in this model. Being married and living
at home may relfect difficulties in getting a job. I therefore ran all of the probit alone models
without the variable married. The explanatory power of the model was reduced by almost one-
half to one-third. It is likely then that the instrument for living alone may be full of distortion.
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Table 4.2
Probit Estimates of Living Alone for White, Black, and Latino Central City Males (First Stage)
(standard errors in parentheses)
Variable White Black Latino
Constant
Age
Highest Grade
Completed
Married
Children
Unemployment
Compensation
Local Unemp.
Rate
SUBmsr
% of CC L. F.
White
% of CC L. F.
Black
% of CC L. F.
Latino
Parents High
Grade
Female Head
Mother Work
# of Siblings
Prof. & Manag.
Father
Sales & Admin.
Father
-3.404*
(2.022)
-0.048
(0.055)
0.096*
(0.054)
1.727***
(0.374)
0.481*
(0.281)
-0.139
(0.423)
0.050
(0.041)
0.002
(0.007)
-0.004
(0.011)
-0.010
(0.011)
0.014
(0.025)
0.389
(0.266)
0.282
(0.221)
-0.007
(0.052)
0.252
(0.349)
-0.401
(0.621)
-1.941
(2.129)
0.048
(0.039)
-0.030
(0.051)
1.471***
(0.310)
0.030
(0.184)
0.497*
(0.294)
0.028
(0.032)
-0.008
(0.005)
0.007
(0.007)
-9.424***
(3.230)
0.208***
(0.070)
0.222***
(0.088)
1.883***
(0.376)
0.260
(0.327)
-0.210
(0.440)
-0.017
(0.046)
0.020**
(0.009)
0.012
(0.010)
0.015
(0.020)
-0.019
(0.015)
0.008
(0.022)
-0.303*
(0.178)
-0.191
(0.167)
0.030
(0.029)
0.030
(0.479)
-0.633
(0.504)
0.014
(0.024)
0.076
(0.319)
0.038
(0.302)
0.084
(0.056)
-0.548
(0.679)
-0.967
(0.951)
158
City Males (First Stage)
Table 4.2
Probit Estimates of Living Alone for White, Black, and Latino Central
(standard errors in parentheses)
Variable White Black
Service 0.344 0.449
Father (0.578) (0.429)
Craft 0.014 -0.194
Father (0.284) (0.237)
Total Pop. 0.159* 0.044
(log) (0.091) (0.090)
Northeast 0.025 0.078
(0.349) (0.266)
South 0.374 -0.425*
(0.316) (0.255)
West 0.151 -0.043
(0.339) (0.388)
Log Likelihood -106.77 -170.66
Prob>chi2 0.00 0.00
N 174 242
notes: * significant at .10, ** significant at .05, *** significant at .01
While the variable children is significant and positively related to the probability of living
alone for young white males, it is not for either young black or Latino males. Likewise for the
variable measuring the total population in the metropolitan area. Thus, young white males are
more likely to live on their own if they have children or if they live in bigger cities.
While the variable unemployment compensation is significant and positively related to the
probability of living alone for young black males, it is not for either young white or Latino males.
Young black males, then, are more likely to live alone if they receive unemployment
compensation. One of the conditions to qualify for unemployment compensation is that a worker
has to have worked for a minimum period of time before being laid off. This may indicate that
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Latino
-0.199
(0.505)
-0.774*
(0.474)
-0.057
(0.132)
-0.121
(0.559)
0.708
(0.659)
-0.066
(0.683)
-63.23
0.00
121
young black males who receive unemployment compensation may have had stable employment in
the past that allowed them to move out of their parent(s) home. Unlike young white and Latino
males, young black males are more likely not to live on their own if they are from a female headed
household or live in the south. Young black males may feel an obligation to stay with their
mother and help out in the household rather than move out on their own. Also, young black
males in the south seem to be influenced by the south's more conservative household
arrangements.
Unlike young white and black males, young Latino males are more likely to live on their
own in central cities with greater degrees ofjob decentralization. It is not entirely clear why this
would be true. Also, they are more likely to live with their parent(s) if their father worked in a
craft occupation.
Results of the Duration Models
In this section, I analyze the Weibull model results for young white, black, and Latino
males in the central city, paying particular attention to the variables that measure job
decentralization and racial/ethnic competition in labor markets. Table 4.3 shows the results of the
jobless duration equations for each racial/ethnic group, i.e., estimates of equation (14) using
functional form (12) shown in the previous chapter. All of the models are statistically significant.
Columns 1, 2, and 3 show the model's results for these groups uncorrected for the simultaneity
problem previously discussed, while columns 1A, 2A, and 3A show the model's results for these
groups including the Hausman correction method for simultaneity bias. The latter models include,
P*, the predicted probabilities of living alone retrieved from the appropriate probit models shown
in the previous section, rather than the dichotomous variable, own, which indicates whether one
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Table 4.3
Maximum Likelihood Weibull Estimates of Jobless Durations for Central City Young Males (Second Stage)
Young White Males Young Black Males Young Latino Males
Variable (1) (1A) (2) (2A) (3) (3A)
-3.823*** -3.781*** -3.440*** -3.406*** -1.952
(1.086) (1.010) (1.067) (1.163) (1.279)
Highest Grade
Completed
Married
Children
Unemployment
Compensation
Local Unemp.
Rate
0.004
(0.041)
0.033
(0.049)
0.178
(0.279)
0.002
(0.043)
0.035
(0.057)
0.247
(0.467)
-0.489** -0.476*
(0.240) (0.261)
-0.034
(0.035)
-0.006
(0.038)
0.121*** 0.083**
(0.039) (0.041)
0.522** 1.220***
(0.229) (0.422)
-0.050
(0.172)
-0.025
(0.178)
0.788** 0.805*** 0.912*** 1.177***
(0.280) (0.279) (0.240) (0.269)
-0.019
(0.031)
-0.017
(0.031)
-0.076*** -0.066*** -0.099*** -0.104***
(0.024) (0.027) (0.032) (0.032)
-0.012** -0.012** -0.002
(0.005) (0.005) (0.004)
-0.002
(0.004)
-- -0.007** -0.006**
(0.003) (0.003)
0.016*** 0.016***
(0.006) (0.006)
0.006
(0.008)
0.000
(0.008)
0.302**
(0.152)
0.312
(0.760)
0.001
(0.005)
-0.004
(0.007)
-0.029
(0.080)
-0.006 --
(0.008)
-- 0.677***
(0.240)
-1.272*
(0.754)
Log Likelihood -293.49 -295.90 -474.83 -431.90 -235.23 -235.271
Prob>chi2 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
N 174 174 242 242 121 121
Sigma 1.02 1.03 1.07 1.08 1.03 1.04
notes: std. errors in parenthesis; * significant at .10, ** significant at .05, *** significant at .01
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Constant
Age
0.236
(1.825)
-0.104*
(0.060)
-0.013
(0.066)
-0.756*
(0.458)
0.186
(0.230)
0.477*
(0.285)
-0.039
(0.045)
0.038
(0.059)
-0.135
(0.266)
0.290
(0.216)
0.386
(0.282)
SUBmsr
% of CC L. F.
White
% of CC L. F.
Black
% of CC L. F.
Latino
Own
-0.002
(0.006)
-0.007
(0.007)
-0.033
(0.085)
0.004
(0.008)
0.419**
(0.186)
1.802**
(0.747)
lives alone or with one's parent(s). While this correction procedure did substantially change the
effect of living alone, and did change the significance (only for the Latino model) and/or the
coefficients of a few independent variables, it did not change the coefficients nor the significance
of the primary independent variables in the model, SUBmsr and the % of CC L.F. that is White
(or Black or Latino).
The uncorrected models, or columns 1, 2, and 3, show that living on one's own is
significant and positive for all three groups, suggesting that living alone reduces the duration of
joblessness as expected. Correcting for the simultaneity problem discussed in the previous
chapter causes living on one's own to be insignificant in the white model, changes the sign and
increases the magnitude of the coefficient in the black model, and increases the magnitude of the
coefficient of the Latino model. After correcting for the simultaneity bias, then, living on one's
own has no effect on whites' jobless durations, lengthens blacks jobless durations, and shortens
Latinos' jobless durations, as expected. Why blacks' jobless durations are longer when they live
on their own is unclear, but it does contribute to blacks' longer jobless durations in relation to
those of whites.
The results of SUBmsr in the A models for young white, black, and Latino males show
that job decentralization has a negative and significant impact on whites' jobless durations only."
That is, job decentralization is associated with longer jobless durations for young white males but
not young black or Latino males." These results contradict those of Farley (1987), who used a
"The remainder of the reported results will concentrate on the A models.
"I also used a job decentralization measure for all jobs. The results of using this measure
were identical to SUBmsr. Thus, I only report SUBmsr. This result was predictable since the
correlation of these two job decentralization indexes was greater than .9. Also, Ihlanfeldt (1992)
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static measure of unemployment, and Ihlanfeldt and Sjoquist (1989), who find that job
decentralization had a negative effect on the earning of central city white and black males. These
results also contradict those of Holzer, Ihlanfeldt, and Sjoquist (1994), who used a dynamic
measure of unemployment, i.e., unemployment duration and found that job decentralization
lengthened the unemployment duration of both young blacks and whites. However, their sample
included those who had completed their unemployment duration, leaving out those who were still
unemployed, and left out those who were not in the labor force. Since black youth have longer
unemployment durations and are more likely to be out of the labor force than young whites, the
exclusion of these groups could lead to sample selection bias. Furthermore, they used OLS
techniques to model duration, rather than hazard models which I used in this analysis.
The results in the black model are consistent with Friedlander (1972), and to a certain
extent Mooney (1969). However, these studies were criticized because they used aggregate data
and could not control for individual differences that could also explain a higher unemployment
argues that only job decentralization measures for low-skilled jobs should be used since it is low-
skilled workers who are more likely to be negatively affected by the spatial mismatch. While this
is a valid point, Holzer, Ihlanfeldt, and Sjoquist (1994) found that the correlation between their
low-skill job decentralization index and one for total jobs was also greater than .9, and the results
for both measures in their job decentralization equation were identical. Thus, it is reasonable to
conclude that the use of a low-skill job decentralization index in these duration models would
produce similar results. However, the most recent data to measure the extent ofjob
decentralization for low-skill jobs, i.e., 1980 U.S. Census Place of Work, would be over five years
old. The use of this data in these duration models would produce inaccurate results, so I chose
not to use this alternative measure. Finally, Farley (1987) also used the U.S. Census ofIndustries
to construct a job decentralization measure, defined as the percentage of SMSA jobs in
manufacturing, retail trade, wholesale trade, and service industries located in the central city - an
index similar to the one I use - and found that black and Latino unemployment was higher relative
to whites where jobs were more suburbanized. Thus, there have been results that support Kain's
proposition using industrial classification. It is fair to conclude, then, that SUBmsr is a reasonable
measure ofjob decentralization.
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rate for blacks. Like Ihlanfeldt and Sjoquist (1989) and Holzer, Ihlanfeldt, and Sjoquist (1994), I
used individual, rather than aggregate, data to control for individual differences in the equations,
but the results still show that job decentralization does not negatively affect young black or Latino
males' jobless durations as predicted by the spatial mismatch hypothesis.
Perhaps this job decentralization measure is not related to young black and Latino males'
jobless durations because they, unlike young white males, are less likely to work in manufacturing,
retail trade, and service industries. If this is true, then SUBmsr would be ill-defined and would
not calculate the relevant job index for black and Latino workers. However, an examination of
the industries in which central city young white, black, and Latino males work shows that their
industrial distributions are nearly identical.34 Since job decentralization is related to young white
males' jobless durations, and since young black and Latino males industrial distributions are nearly
identical to those of whites, it is unlikely that SUBmsr is mis-specified.
Another reason why job decentralization may not be related to young black and Latino
males jobless durations could be that the effect of the unemployment rate in the equations is
incorporating the effect of the job decentralization variable, SUBmsr. SUBmsr, however, is not
an aggregate demand measure. It shows the extent to which specific jobs are located in the
suburbs in urban areas irrespective of the level of demand. Nonetheless, I did run these models
for young white, black, and Latino males excluding either the local unemployment rate variable or
the job decentralization variable, SUBmsr. The results for each variable in each of the different
models did not change the results found in table 4.3.
36See appendix, table A2.2, for industrial distribution of young white, black, and Latino
males in the central city and suburbs.
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The lack of a significant negative effect ofjob decentralization on the jobless durations of
young black and Latino males could also stem from the fact that the level of residential
segregation in metropolitan areas was not taken into account. Kain (1968) suggests that where
residential segregation is more severe, the negative effect ofjob decentralization on blacks'
economic welfare should be much stronger since they would be severely restricted from following
jobs to the suburbs. To investigate this contention for blacks and Latinos, I ran the same models
in column 2A and 3A with, one, the addition of an index of black (Latino) segregation variable."
In addition, I ran separate models interacting the index of segregation with the job
decentralization variable. Before I ran these models, I also purged the simultaneity bias of the
models in the same way I described for models in table 4.3. Neither 6ne of the variables in the
models were significant for blacks. However the index of segregation was for Latinos and its
negative effect on duration was rather large in magnitude. The interacted variable was also
significant for Latinos, suggesting that the combined effect of residential segregation and job
decentralization acts to lengthen Latinos' jobless durations. However, its magnitude was very
trivial. These results are presented in the appendix, table A4.2 for blacks, and table A4.3 for
Latinos. The results for the black models are consistent with those of Friedlander (1972), Masters
(1974), and Ihlanfeldt and Sjoquist (1989), or that residential segregation is not found to
negatively effect blacks' economic welfare.
The effect of one or both of the competing racial/ethnic groups in the labor force variables
is significant in the white and black models, but the Latino one. In addition, the significance and
magnitude of the coefficients for % of CC L.F. Black in the white equation and % of CC L.F.
7The definition of the index of segregation variable is presented in table 3.1 in chapter 3.
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White in the black equation are not changed by the correction for simultaneity bias. The positive
and significant coefficient for % of CC L.F. Black variable in the white equation means that as the
percentage of blacks in the labor force who live in the central city increases, the jobless durations
of young white males in the central city decreases. This implies that employer discrimination
against blacks in the central city leads to an employment premium for whites. Furthermore, this
effect for whites is strong enough to offset the negative effect of job decentralization on their
jobless durations. Farley (1987) and Dowdall (1974) have shown that whites are generally better-
off in relation to blacks the larger the size of the black population in the area. They argue that this
is true because whites can gain with respect to jobs and income by using racial discrimination to
reserve better jobs for themselves, the more blacks there are to discriminate against. However,
this assumes that employees and not employers are in a position to discriminate. While this is
debatable, it is not unreasonable to believe that whites, particularly if they are the dominant group
in the city, can apply pressure on employers to discriminate. However, their ability to apply such
pressure on employers to discriminate may decrease as blacks become the dominant group in the
city.
To test Farley's (1987) and Dowdall's (1974) hypothesis that whites are better off in labor
markets given an increasing black presence, I split the variable % of CC L.F. Black in the white
model into 5 dummy variables representing different levels of black presence in central city labor
markets. I then re-ran the Weibull equation for whites, controlling for the endogeneity problem of
living alone that I discussed earlier, by substituting these dummy variables for the continuous % of
CC L.F. Black variable. I used the middle or 3rd dummy variable, defined as blacks making up 20
to 35 percent of the central city labor force, as the reference variable. The results and the cutoff
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levels for the dummy variables are shown in the appendix, table A4.4.
If Farley's and Dowdall's hypothesis is correct, then we should expect both dummy
variables representing higher concentrations of blacks in the central city labor force to be
significant and positive in the equation. These expected results would suggest that as blacks
become more of a threat to whites in the labor market as a result of their increasing presence in
the central city, whites would adopt measures that would ensure limited competition for jobs from
blacks. More precisely, this means that shorter jobless durations for whites would be associated
with higher black presence in the central city labor force. The result in table A4.3 show that this
scenario is true only when blacks make up a fairly substantial part of the central city's labor force,
i.e., 35 to 50 percent. The results of this dummy variables is very strong, .465, and significant,
suggesting that whites' jobless durations are shorter given this level of black presence in the
central city labor force. However, if blacks represent a majority of the central city's labor force,
white's jobless durations are not associated with blacks' presences in the labor market, since the
coefficient on this dummy variable is insignificant and smaller in magnitude. This suggest that
whites' ability or desire to limit competition for jobs is contingent on the concentration of blacks
in the central city labor force. That is, when blacks represent a very small part of the central city's
labor force whites do not view them as a threat. However, when blacks represent a fairly large
fraction of the central city's labor force, they might perceive blacks as a threat to employment and
may adopt measures to limit competition forjobs. When blacks represent a majority of the central
city's labor force, whites might not be able to successfully adopt or carry out these measure to
limit competition for jobs because of blacks' ability to put pressure on employers to hire blacks.
Thus, contrary to Farley's and Dowdall's hypothesis, there is a central city black presence
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threshold below which whites are able to successfully limit competition for jobs, and above which
blacks are able to neutralize such measures by whites because of blacks' large numbers.
This story refers mainly to employee driven discrimination, but the results just discussed
are also consistent with consumer discrimination on the part of whites. That is, when there are
few blacks in the central city, white consumers may not be inclined to pressure employers to not
hire blacks. However, as the percentage of blacks increase in the central city, whites might be
inclined to pressure employers not to hire blacks. This pressure can be applied by essentially
boycotting stores that hire blacks, thereby causing employers to let go of, or refuse to hire, blacks
in order to regain their customer base. When blacks represent the majority of the central city's
labor force, they are also more likely to make up the majority of the consumers. In this case,
blacks are less likely to boycott stores that hire blacks and their sheer numbers would also negate
whites' attempts to do the same.
Conversely, the negative and significant coefficient for % of CC L.F. White variable in the
black equation suggests that there may be limited pure competition for jobs between blacks and
whites in the central city. This implies that whites are preferred by employers, confirming the
results in the white equation. Given these model's results, it is clear that race/ethnicity, or how
blacks are treated in the labor market (and Latinos in the housing market), appears to be more
important than job decentralization in determining their longer jobless durations.
More support for this conclusion is offered by the results of the unemployment rate's
effect on blacks' and Latinos' jobless durations. Much literature has shown that youth
unemployment rates get worse during loose labor markets, or high unemployment rates, and gets
better during tight labor markets (Freeman, 1989). However, little research has examined these
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affects on young adult jobless durations. Acs and Wissoker (1991) and Lynch (1988), both using
the NLSY, find that SMSA wide unemployment rates have substantial effects on the duration of
spells ofjoblessness for central city residents and metropolitan residents, respectively. The large
and significant effect of the unemployment rate on young black and Latino males jobless
durations, even after controlling for simultaneity bias, implies that as the unemployment rate
increases their jobless durations increase significantly, and vice-versa. This finding is consistent
with previous research on durations and, in conjunction with the insignificance of the
unemployment rate coefficient on whites' jobless durations, is also consistent with the idea that
blacks and Latinos are less preferred by employers in central city labor markets, or what is
commonly referred to as the first fired, last hired syndrome. In a similar vein, Mooney (1969)
finds that the unemployment rate effect is stronger than the job decentralization effect in
explaining higher black unemployment in relation to that of whites in the central city, suggesting,
once again, that blacks' employment opportunities lag behind those of whites in the central city.
These results, however, also suggest that young black and Latino males do respond to the
level of demand, contradicting those who suggest that their unemployment difficulties are
intractable and due primarily to supply-side factors such as their high reservation wage which
contributes to their lack of motivation to work (Holzer, 1986; Anderson, 1980).
As noted, the unemployment rate is not associated with young white males' durations.
Perhaps the effect ofjob decentralization, or SUBmsr, is incorporating or dominating the effect of
the unemployment rate, as I noted above. Since the unemployment rate effect is significant and
negative on blacks' and Latinos' re-employment probability, and since running the black and
Latino models with only one of these variables did not change their results, this possibility is
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unlikely. Therefore, it seems as though young white males' jobless durations are associated more
with the kinds ofjobs available, as measured by SUBmsr, rather than absolute tightness or
looseness of the labor market, as measured by the unemployment rate. Conversely, for young
black and Latino males, the overall tightness or looseness of the labor market is much more
important than the spatial distribution of particular jobs. This result is also consistent with the
idea that employer preferences for whites in the labor market buffers the negative effects of a high
unemployment rate on their ability to get jobs.
The remaining significant variables are individual and could also lengthen or shorten young
whites, blacks or Latino jobless durations. The receipt of unemployment compensation is positive
for all three groups, but its magnitude is largest for blacks and whites. The positive sign for
unemployment compensation in these models is rather interesting. Search theory suggests that the
receipt of unemployment compensation will tend to increase the reservation wage of an
unemployed worker. The receipt of unemployment compensation, then, should have a negative
effect on duration of unemployment, or, more precisely, will tend to lengthen an unemployment
spell. However, the positive sign on this variable for all groups suggests that the receipt of
unemployment compensation may in fact be sending a positive signal to employers thereby raising
the probability of receiving a job offer and shortening jobless durations. In order to receive
unemployment compensation, a worker must have been laid off of a previous job and must have
worked a minimum amount of time on that job. Employers may be using unemployment
compensation, then, in their evaluation of young workers as a positive signal of productivity. In
fact, Lynch (1988), using 1982 NLSY data, found unemployment compensation receipt to shorten
youth's jobless durations as well. It is also likely that because one needs to be employed with a
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firm or company for a number of months before one received unemployment compensation, the
significance of this variable suggests that it is those who have had success in the labor market in
the past that are most likely to get re-hired elsewhere.
The larger magnitude of blacks' unemployment compensation coefficient in comparison to
that of whites and Latinos is interesting and suggests that their characteristics are examined more
carefully than those of whites and Latinos. If employers are unsure of the productivity or
trainability of workers, they may be more inclined to use signals such as education, credentials, or
even superficial characteristics such as race or ethnicity to discriminate against potential
employees. If employers are more reluctant to hire blacks than either whites or Latinos because
they associate blacks with low-skill or untrainability (Kirschenman and Neckerman, 1991), then
we should expect employers to scrutinize blacks' credentials and characteristics more than those
of other groups. If employers view unemployment compensation receipt as a positive signal of
stability, they may place more weight on unemployment compensation receipt for blacks, about
whom they are unsure, than whites or Latinos.
Employers may also use educational attainment in the same way as they appear to use
unemployment compensation. Unlike the young white and Latino male models, the coefficient for
highest grade completed is significant and positive in the black models. Each additional year of
education for young black males in the central city decreases their jobless duration. It would be
tempting to argue that jobless durations are shorter for more educated workers because,
according to human capital theory, education increases productivity thus making educated
workers more attractive to employers in the labor market (Becker, 1964). It could also be argued
that more education provides workers with more knowledge on how and where to search for
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work thereby shortening jobless durations. But since this variable is insignificant in the young
white male models, it is difficult to accept this hypothesis, particularly when young white workers
have more education on average than their black and Latino counterparts in the central city.38
Given the results of the other variables, it seems more plausible that employers use education, as
they do unemployment compensation, as a signal for productivity (or trainability), or, more
precisely, as a screening device when hiring. This practice, as the results suggest, may be used
more extensively for young black than either young white or Latino males. Thurow (1978)
argues that education is a signal to employers that workers have "industrial discipline." That is,
having gone through the educational process, a worker demonstrates an ability to show up on
time, take orders, and observe certain norms of group behavior that are fundamental to the work
process and contribute to productivity. Employers may be more hesitant to employ young black
males without some tangible insurance that they may be a productive or trainable worker. The
converse of this story, however, is that young black males in the job market with limited
education are more likely to be turned away by employers than either whites or Latinos.
Marriage is associated with shorter jobless durations for young black males in the central
city suggesting that marriage causes young black males in the central city to either search more
intensively for employment or lower their reservation wage thereby making more low-wage jobs
available to them.39 However, marriage lengthens Latinos' jobless durations as does age. The
38 See table 4.1 for completed years of educations means for each group.
39 Since marriage may not be truly exogenous in the probit models, and since married is
slightly collinear with age in the hazard models, I also ran these first and second stage models
without the variable married. Although the effect of p* changed, somewhat dramatically in the
black models, and other variables magnitudes changed, the significance and the magnitude of the
job decentralization variables was unaffected by excluding the variable married. As Bound,
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first result suggests that perhaps more Latino male spouses work, thereby providing an alternative
source of income which allows them to extend their search time to work without great cost.
Finally, having children is associated with longer jobless durations for whites, suggesting that
white males may have more child care responsibilities. These responsibilities compete with the
search for work, contributing to longer jobless durations.
SUBURBAN MODELS
We learned in chapter 2 that young blacks' and Latinos' jobless durations are longer than
those of comparable whites in the suburbs as well. It seems reasonable, then, to explore the
factors associated with these racial/ethnic jobless duration differences as we did for the central
city residents. As noted earlier, job decentralization should positively affect the economic welfare
of suburban residents. However, Holzer, Ihlanfeldt, and Sjoquist (1994) show that job
decentralization also negatively affects the unemployment duration of young black suburban
residents. They argue that because blacks tend to be re-segregated in parts of suburbs that are
older, dilapidated, usually directly adjacent to central cities, and deserted ofjobs, they still remain
far removed from the suburban locus ofjobs. For example, Ihlanfeldt (1992) notes that although
blacks have begun to move to the suburbs of Atlanta, they have moved to the southern suburbs
located on the fringe of the central city ghetto where little job growth has occurred, and not the
northern suburbs where most of the job growth in Atlanta has occurred. I ran these suburban
models to explore this issue, and also to compare its relative importance to race/ethnicity in the
suburbs since racial discrimination can also cause blacks and Latinos jobless durations to be
Jaeger, and Baker (1993) reported, it is sometimes better to leave simultaneous variables in the
equation if the instrument is not that good. In these models, in either case the main variables were
not affected by either of procedures.
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longer than those of whites.
Descriptive Statistics
The means and standard deviations of the variables are presented in table 4.4. The
definitions of all variables in both models are found in chapter 3, table 3.1. The descriptive
statistics confirm that young white males have shorter jobless durations on average than either
young black or Latino males, with young black males having the longest durations. Also, like
central city residents, a greater percentage of young white males received jobs by the end of the
interview date compared to their young black or Latino male counterparts. However, a greater
percentage of young Latino males living on their own received jobs compared to their white
counterparts. Note that jobless durations are shorter for young males on their own than at home,
and also note that a greater percentage of young males on their own receive jobs compared to
their counterparts who live at home. Again, though living on one's own may shorten jobless
durations because of increased search intensity for work, jobless durations may also limit one's
ability to live on one's own. A greater percentage of whites in the suburbs live on their own
compared to young black and Latino males.
Young black and Latino males are more likely to live in suburbs with less job
decentralization than their white counterparts. This means that suburban whites live in suburbs
where jobs are more concentrated in the suburbs, while blacks and Latinos are more likely to live
in suburbs where jobs are more concentrated in the central city.
A greater percentage of young white and Latino males are married. Also note that a
greater percentage of married males live on their own. A greater percentage of blacks and
Latinos come from female headed households and have children. Black and Latino males also
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Table 4.4
Means and Std. Dev. for White, Black, and Latino Suburban Models
White Black Latino
Variable All Home Own All Home Own All Home Own
Duration 23.0 26.4 * 20.0 32.1 34.3 * 28.3 24.4 26.8 * 20.4
(18.0) (18.4) (17.2) (19.2) (19.0) (19.1) (18.5) (18.7) (17.5)
.82 .77 * .85 .62 .56
(.39) (.42) (.35) (.49) (.50)
-- -- .37
(.48)
* .72
(.45)
.79 .74
(.41) (.44)
-- .39
(.49)
Married
Age
Highest Grade
Completed
Children
Unemployment
Compensation
Local Unemp.
Rate
.28 .05 * .49 .11 .03
(.45) (.22) (.50) (.32) (.17)
23.1 22.6 23.6 23.2 23.0
(2.3) (2.2) (2.3) (2.3) (2.3)
11.5 11.7 11.3 11.4 11.5
(1.5) (1.4) (1.6) (1.6) (1.6)
.19 .03 * .34 .31 .29
(.39) (.17) (.47) (.46) (.46)
.12 .07 * .16 .08
(.32) (.25) (.37) (.27)
.05
(.23)
9.9 9.9 9.9 9.1 8.9
(3.0) (3.0) (3.0) (2.9) (2.8)
* .26
(.44)
.28 .13
(.45) (.33)
23.8 23.3 22.8
(2.1) (2.3) (2.1)
11.4 11.1 11.0
(1.6) (1.9) (2.0)
.34 .27 .16
(.48) (.45) (.37)
.11 .13 .13
(.32) (.34) (.33)
9.3 10.0 10.7
(3.0) (4.3) (4.2)
SUBmsr
% of SUB L. F.
White
% of SUB L. F.
Black
% of SUB L. F.
Latino
Parents High
Grade
Female Head
Mother Work
50.3 52.8 * 48.0 45.3 47.3 * 42.0 40.2 39.0 42.0
(18.8) (18.7) (18.7) (22.1) (22.2) (21.7) (21.7) (21.2) (22.5)
-- -- -- 80.3 78.9 * 82.6 66.7 63.5 * 71.3
(15.1) (15.1) (15.1) (20.8) (21.6) (18.8)
5.5 6.1
(4.7) (5.6)
4.2 4.5
(7.2) (7.3)
* 4.9
(3.7)
-- 4.3 4.6
(3.9) (3.9)
4.0
(3.8)
4.0 6.6 6.8 6.4
(7.1) (10.5) (10.7) (10.2)
21.6 21.6 21.6 20.6 20.9
(4.2) (4.8) (3.7) (4.1) (4.1)
.14 .16 .12 .32
(.34) (.37) (.32) (.47)
.34
(.47)
.57 .57 .56 .54 .57
(.50) (.50) (.50) (.50) (.50)
20.4 14.9 14.6
(4.1) (6.5) (6.8)
.29 .23 .24
(.46) (.42) (.43)
.50 .46 .48
(.50) (.50) (.50)
15.4
(5.9)
.21
(.41)
.42
(.50)
175
Work
Own .52
(.50)
* .87
(.34)
.52
(.50)
24.1
(2.5)
11.3
(1.8)
.45
(.50)
.13
(.34)
8.8
(4.1)
Table 4.4
Means and Std. Dev. for White, Black, and Latino Suburban Models
White Black Latino
Variable All Home Own All Home Own All Home Own
# of Siblings 3.4 3.5 3.4 5.1 5.0 5.3 5.1 5.0 5.3
(2.2) (2.3) (2.2) (3.1) (3.3) (2.7) (3.0) (2.9) (3.2)
Prof. & Manag. .19 .17 .21 .10 .11 .09 .09 .09 .09
Father (.34) (.31) (.36) (.22) (.23) (.22) (.20) (.20) (.21)
Sales & Ad. .16 .18 .14 .08 .10 .06 .07 .06 .10
Father (.26) (.32) (.19) (.19) (.23) (.10) (.15) (.13) (.21)
Service .10 .10 .10 .15 .14 .15 .26 .23 .28
Father (.22) (.23) (.21) (.22) (.21) (.22) (.29) (.28) (.31)
Craft .32 .33 .31 .37 .38 .35 .20 .22 .18
Father (.43) (.45) (.42) (.33) (34) (.32) (.35) (.35) (.34)
Laborer .23 .22 .24 .30 .27 * .35 .38 .40 .36
Father (.42) (.41) (.43) (.42) (.42) (.42) (.47) (.47) (.47)
Total Pop. 13.7 13.6 13.7 13.9 13.8 14.0 13.9 14.0 13.6
(log) (14.1) (14.1) (14.2) (14.4) (14.3) (14.5) (14.3) (14.4) (14.1)
Northcentral .36 .32 * .40 .23 .20 * .27 .06 .06 .04
(.48) (.47) (.49) (.42) (.40) (.45) (.23) (.25) (.21)
Northeast .25 .29 * .20 .15 .14 .16 .13 .13 .13
(.43) (.46) (.40) (.36) (.35) (.36) (.34) (.33) (.34)
South .21 .20 .23 .47 .49 .44 .23 .23 .24
(.41) (.40) (.42) (.50) (.50) (.50) (.42) (.42) (.43)
West .18 .19 .17 .15 .16 .14 .56 .55 .58
(.38) (.39) (.38) (.36) (.37) (.34) (.50) (.50) (.50)
* Indicates that the difference between those that live at home and on their own is statistically significant at the 95
percent level of confidence.
have more siblings than their white counterparts. Blacks tend to live in the south, while Latinos
are more likely to live in the west. Whites are more likely to live in the northcentral region.
Young white males' fathers are more likely to work in skilled occupations than those of either
black or Latino males.
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Results of the Living Alone Model
Table 4.5 shows the results of the living alone model for young white, black, and Latino
males in the suburbs, i.e., equation (13) using functional form (4) shown in the previous chapter.
All of the models are statistically significant. Once again, the variable married is the only one
consistently significant in the models for young white, black, and Latino males. Its sign is positive
and the magnitude of the coefficient is large. These estimates indicate that young white, black,
and Latino males who are married are very likely to be living on their own. Complimentary to this
finding is that if young white males have children they are more likely to live on their own, which
is also consistent with the results from the central city models.
Young black and Latino males are more likely to live on their'own if they are older, while
young Latino males are more likely to live on their own as their number of completed grades of
education increases. These results conform to our theoretical expectations. However, young
white males are less likely to live on their own as their number of completed grades increases,
though the evidence is not very strong. Why this is true is not entirely clear.
Young black and Latino males are more likely to live on their own in the suburbs where
there is a greater percentage of suburban residents who are white and in the labor force. In
addition, young black males are also more likely to live on their own where there is a greater
percentage of suburban residents who are Latino and in the labor force. The first of these findings
does conform to the theoretical expectations. If black youth's chances of getting work are
decreased when the percentage of blacks increases, as we found in the central city duration
models, they are more likely to get employment and, hence, move out on their own, when there
are fewer blacks in an area. This is likely to be true for Latinos as well. On the other hand, young
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Table 4.5
Probit Estimates of Living Alone for White, Black, and Latino Suburban Males (First Stage)
(standard errors in parentheses)
Variable White Black Latino
Constant
Age
Highest Grade
Completed
Married
Children
Unemployment
Compensation
Local Unemp.
Rate
SUBmsr
% of SUB L. F.
White
% of SUB L. F.
Black
% of SUB L. F.
Latino
Parents High
Grade
Female Head
Mother Work
# of Siblings
Prof. & Manag.
Father
Sales & Admin.
Father
-0.317
(2.437)
0.035
(0.057)
-0.172*
(0.099)
1.602***
(0.373)
0.945**
(0.436)
0.689*
(0.382)
-0.062
(0.047)
-0.007
(0.007)
-0.3142
(2.044)
0.086**
(0.042)
-0 .030
(0.060)
1.676***
(0.348)
-0.218
(0.211)
0.258
(0.360)
0.009
(0.036)
-0.013
(0.010)
0.024**
(0.011)
0.045**
(0.020)
0.017
(0.025)
-0.374*
(0.207)
-0.107
(0.183)
0.027
(0.029)
-0.185
(0.528)
-1.773**
(0.819)
-10.945***
(3.152)
0.161***
(0.060)
0.285***
(0.091)
1.801***
(0.357)
0.329
(0.308)
-0.075
(0.405)
-0.050
(0.034)
0.007
(0.008)
0.026***
(0.009)
-0.047
(0.046)
0.004
(0.022)
-0.085
(0.346)
-0.162
(0.280)
0.061
(0.051)
-0.463
(0.614)
-0.383
(0.910)
-0.101**
(0.041)
-0.022
(0.026)
0.071 *
(0.037)
0.050
(0.359)
-0.140
(0.259)
-0.122*
(0.067)
-0.385
(0.413)
-1.735***
(0.616)
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Table 4.5
Probit Estimates of Living Alone for White, Black, and Latino Suburban Males (First Stage)
(standard errors in parentheses)
Variable White Black Latino
Service -0.329 0.160 -0.346
Father (0.570) (0.423) (0.459)
Craft -0.311 -0.219 0.104
Father (0.292) (0.285) (0.414)
Total Pop. 0.134 -0.055 0.011
(log) (0.110) (0.088) (0.135)
Northeast -0.593* -0.119 1.085
(0.342) (0.307) (0.731)
South 0.646 -0.225 2.190***
(0.453) (0.293) (0.800)
West 0.148 -0.806 1.198*
(0.472) (0.504) (0.659)
Log Likelihood -78.86 -133.90 -67.41
Prob>chi2 0.00 0.00 '.00
N 179 117 62
notes: * significant at .10, ** significant at .05, *** significant at .01
white males in the suburbs are less likely to live on their own where there is a greater percentage
of suburban residents who are black and in the labor force. Because this finding does not follow
the theoretical expectation - no evidence has shown that blacks displace whites in employment
thereby limiting young males ability to get employment and move out of the home - the results
may be capturing a social processes that I am unable to identify.
While the variable unemployment compensation is significant and positively related to the
probability of living alone for young white males, it is not for either young black or Latino males.
One of the conditions to qualify for unemployment compensation is that a worker has to have
worked for a minimum period of time. This may indicate that young white males who receive
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unemployment compensation may have had stable employment in the past that, in turn, allowed
them to move out of their parent(s) home.
Unlike young white and Latino males, young black males, like their black central city
counterparts, are less likely to live on their own if they are from a female headed household.
Young black males in the suburbs may also feel more of an obligation to stay with their mother
and help out in the household rather than move out on their own.
Young white males, unlike their black and Latino counterparts, are more likely to live at
home with their parents as the number of siblings increases. This result contradicts the
expectation that they would be less likely to live at home with many siblings since the possibility
of crowding in the house may motivate one to move out of the home quickly. It is not clear why
this sign is negative. However, there is some evidence, though not strong, that young white males
are more likely to live on their own the more education their parents have attained.
Young white and black males are more likely to live with their parent(s) if their father
worked in a sales or administrative occupation. Fathers in skilled occupations may provide better
job contacts, thereby improving the likelihood that their sons receive employment and increase
their chance of moving out of the home.
Finally, young white males are less likely to live on their own in the northeast, most likely
because of the higher cost of living, while young Latino males are more likely to live on their own
in the south, i.e., the lower cost of living dominates the more conservative household
arrangements in the south, and the west, most likely because of more liberal household
arrangements.
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Results of the Duration Models
In this section, I analyze the Weibull model results for young white, black and Latino
males in the central city, paying particular attention to the variables that measure job
decentralization and racial/ethnic competition in labor markets. Table 4.6 shows the results of the
suburban jobless duration equations for each racial/ethnic group, i.e., estimates of equation (14)
using functional form (12) shown in the previous chapter. All of the models are statistically
significant. Columns 1, 2, and 3 show the model's results for these groups, uncorrected for the
simultaneity problem previously discussed, while columns 1A, 2A, and 3A show the model's
results for these groups including the Hausman correction method for simultaneity bias. The
latter models include, P*, the predicted probabilities of living alone retrieved from the appropriate
suburban living alone probit models, rather than the dichotomous variable, own, which indicates
whether one lives alone or with one's parent(s). While this correction procedure did substantially
change the effect of living alone, and did change the coefficients of a few independent variables, it
did not change the significance of the coefficients.
The uncorrected models, or columns 1, 2, and 3, show that living on one's own is
significant and positive for young white and black, but not Latino, males, suggesting that living
alone reduces whites' and blacks' jobless durations as expected. Correcting for the simultaneity
problem of living at home and jobless durations causes living on one's own to be insignificant in
the white and black model, and changes the significance and increases the magnitude of the
coefficient in the Latino model. After correcting for simultaneity bias, then, living on one's own
has no effect on white's or black's jobless durations, but shortens Latino's jobless durations as
expected.
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Table 4.6
Maximum Likelihood Weibull Estimates of Jobless Durations for Suburban Young Males (Second Stage)
Young White Males Young Black Males Young Latino Males
Variable (1) (1A) (2) (2A) (3) (3A)
-6.900*** -6.502*** -3.601*** -3.870*** -2.889
(1.230) (1.280) (1.209) (1.287) (1.252)
0.032
(0.037)
Highest Grade
Completed
Married
Children
Unemployment
Compensation
Local Unemp.
Rate
SUBmsr
% of SUB L. F.
White
% of SUB L. F.
Black
% of SUB L. F.
Latino
0.035
(0.037)
-0.005
(0.038)
0.260*** 0.237*** 0.115*
(0.070) (0.068) (0.061)
0.093
(0.270)
0.016
(0.270)
0.398
(0.252)
-0.049
(0.030)
-0.005
(0.005)
0.168
(0.356)
0.045
(0.279)
0.410
(0.256)
-0.052
(0.033)
-0.005
(0.005)
0.128
(0.259)
-0.302*
(0.187)
0.008
(0.042)
0.109*
(0.063)
0.352
(0.475)
-0.315*
(0.191)
0.666*** 0.733*** 0.517** 0.532**
(0.267) (0.277) (0.265) (0.264)
-0.120*** -0.116*** -0.063*** -0.051**
(0.031) (0.031) (0.023) (0.025)
0.002
(0.004)
-0.000
(0.005)
-- -- -0.007** -0.006**
(0.003) (0.003)
0.008** 0.006** -- --
(0.003) (0.003)
0.004
(0.003)
0.458**
(0.193)
0.002
(0.013)
-0.015
(0.011)
-- 0.460***
(0.181)
0.229
(0.492)
-.010
(0.012)
0.307
(0.226)
-0.066
(0.806)
Log Likelihood -265.63 -268.26 -342.18 -345.33 -239.40 -237.76
Prob>chi2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.03
N 179 179 117 117 62 62
Sigma 0.95 0.96 1.01 1.02 0.99 1.00
notes: std. errors in parenthesis; * significant at .10, ** significant at .05, *** significant at .01
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Constant
Age
-1.624
(1.531)
-0.038
(0.049)
-0.016
(0.062)
-0.336
(0.414)
0.141
(0.228)
-0.002
(0.041)
0.034
(0.054)
0.091
(0.269)
0.206
(0.225)
0.002
(0.005)
-0.006
(0.006)
-0.041
(0.030)
0.001
(0.005)
-0.009
(0.006)
-0.039
(0.026)
1.192*
(0.665)
The results of SUBmsr in the A models for young white, black, and Latino males show
that job decentralization has no effect on suburban young white, black, or Latino males' jobless
durations.' The main expectation was that job decentralization would shorten white, but
necessarily black and Latino male's jobless durations. It was also expected that job
decentralization could lengthen the jobless duration of blacks, and perhaps Latinos, if blacks
tended to be re-segregated in older, more dilapidated part of the suburbs where jobs have left.
Job decentralization, under these conditions, would have the same effect on suburban blacks' and
Latinos' economic welfare as it would on their central city counterparts welfare. The empirical
results do not support either one of these expectations.
Like the central city models, the effect of competing racial/ethnic groups in the labor force
is significant in the white and black models, but not the one for Latinos. In addition, the
significance and magnitude of the coefficients for % of SUB L.F. Black in the white equation and
% of SUB L.F. White in the black equation are largely unchanged by the correction for
simultaneity bias. The positive and significant coefficient for the % of SUB L.F. Black variable in
the white equation means that as the percentage of blacks in the labor force who live in the
suburbs increases the jobless durations of young white males in the suburbs decreases. This
implies, as it did in the central city models, that employer discrimination against blacks leads to an
employment premium for whites in the suburbs as well. However, the effect is not as strong as
the one in the central city model. Nonetheless, this effect for suburban whites is more important
than job decentralization, or SUBmsr, which is not significant in the model.
Like the central city models, I split the % of SUB L.F. Black variable into dummy
"The remainder of the discussion refers to the A models.
183
variables to examine whether and at what level of blacks presence in the suburbs do whites
receive employment benefits on account of discrimination against blacks. Since blacks do not
represent a majority of any suburb included in the analysis, and since the upper limit of the % of
SUB L.F. Black variable is only 34.6, I split the variable into 3 categories, using the middle
category as the reference variable. While I do not show the results of this exercise, whites' jobless
durations are significantly shorter when blacks represent between 20.0 and 34.6 percent of the
suburban labor force, and are not significantly shorter when blacks represent between 0 and 10.0
percent. Whites' therefore either perceive blacks as a threat to their employment opportunities or
pressure employers to discriminate against blacks through consumer tastes when blacks make up a
fairly large fraction of the suburbs. However, it is not unreasonable to assume that if blacks
became the numerical majority in some suburbs, that such discrimination might not take place,
which we found to be the case in the central city analysis, either because blacks can apply pressure
to suburban employers to hire more blacks or because consumer discrimination against blacks
under these circumstances seems unlikely.
On the other hand, the negative and significant coefficient for % of SUB L.F. White
variable in the black equation suggests, as it did in the central city model, that there may be
limited pure competition for jobs between blacks and whites in the suburbs. According to the
model's results, whites appear to be preferred by employers. Again, race/ethnicity is more
important than job decentralization in the labor market as determinants of blacks' longer jobless
durations, but it is not clear that it is for Latinos.
Like the central city models, the importance of race/ethnicity is confirmed by the results of
the unemployment rate's effect on blacks' and Latinos' jobless durations. The large and significant
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effect of the unemployment rate on young black and Latino males jobless durations, even after
controlling for simultaneity bias, implies that as the unemployment rate increases their jobless
durations increase as well. However, the unemployment rate effect on blacks' jobless durations is
more than twice as strong as that for Latinos. These findings, nonetheless, are consistent with the
idea that blacks and Latinos are less preferred than whites by employers in suburban labor
markets.
The remaining significant variables are individual but could also lengthen or shorten young
whites, blacks or Latino jobless durations. The receipt of unemployment compensation in these
suburban models is only significant for blacks and Latinos, though the coefficient in the black
model is larger than the one in the Latino model. Like the central city models, its sign is positive.
The positive sign suggests, as it did in the central city models, that the receipt of unemployment
compensation may in fact be sending a positive signal to employers thereby raising the probability
of receiving a job offer and shortening the jobless duration. Employers may be using
unemployment compensation, then, in their evaluation of young workers as a positive signal of
productivity.
The insignificance of unemployment compensation in the white models and the significant
and large in magnitude coefficients in the black and Latino models suggests that suburban
employers use unemployment compensation as a signal of stability to distinguish between
potentially "good" and "bad" employees. If suburban employers are more reluctant to hire black
or Latino workers because they associate blacks and Latinos with low skills or untrainability
(Neckerman and Kirschenman, 1991), then we should expect employers to scrutinize blacks' and
Latinos' credentials more than those of whites. However, the significance of the unemployment
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compensation variable for blacks and Latinos also suggests that those who have had success in the
labor market are more likely to get re-hired when unemployed since in order to receive
unemployment compensation one must work for a company or firm for a number of months.
Unlike the young Latino male model, the coefficient for highest grade completed is
significant and positive in the white and black models. Each additional year of education for these
groups decreases their jobless duration. However, the magnitude of the highest grade completed
coefficient in the white model is over twice as large as the one in the black model. This is
particularly interesting since this variable's coefficient was not significant in the white model for
central city residents. The significance of this variable in the white model for the suburbs may
stem from the fact that whites make up the clear majority of residents in the suburbs. The
employment premium that white males may receive in the central city because of employer
discrimination against blacks and Latinos is not as great in the suburbs not because suburban
employers do not engage in discriminatory behavior, but because blacks and Latinos make up so
few of the suburban population. Therefore, fewer whites receive an employment premium as a
result of discrimination. With more whites competing with each other for jobs in the suburbs,
employers may be more inclined to distinguish between potentially "good" and "bad" white
employees. Thus, jobless durations are shorter for more educated workers because, according to
human capital theory, education increases productivity thus making educated workers more
attractive to employers in the labor market (Becker, 1964). Employers may use education, then,
as a signal for productivity (or trainability), or, more precisely, as a screening device when hiring,
and this practice may have a more noticeable affect on the white model's coefficients in the
suburbs since there is more competition there between whites for jobs.
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Finally, having children is associated with longer jobless durations for blacks in the
suburbs. The expectation was that young males would be more inclined to increase their search
intensity for work or lower their reservation wage to provide for their children. However, the
negative and fairly large coefficient on the children variable in the black suburban model suggests
that black males may spend more time with child care responsibilities, particularly if the children
are infants, and that this activity may compete with the job search process, thereby lengthening
their jobless duration.
DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION
As we learned in chapter 1, Kain's (1968) original theory of black unemployment is made
of three distinct hypotheses 1) that residential segregation determines the geography of black
employment; 2) that residential segregation intensifies black unemployment; and 3) that the
negative effect of residential segregation on black unemployment is intensified by job
decentralization. The last two hypotheses have come to be identified with the spatial mismatch
hypothesis, and it is these two hypotheses which the research results in this chapter address. The
hypotheses, however, implicitly rejects the importance of the role of race/ethnicity, or how
employers treat racial/ethnic groups in the labor market, in generating the racial/ethnic differences
in labor market outcomes. The rejection of the role of race/ethnicity in the labor market will tend
to confound the role ofjob decentralization since discrimination against blacks and Latinos in
hiring can also lead to their longer jobless durations. These results offer little support for Kain's
second hypothesis in the case of Latinos, but no support for his third hypothesis for either blacks
or Latinos.
In this chapter, I have explored the importance ofjob decentralization on the jobless
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durations of young white, black, and Latino males with limited education, but I have done so in
relation to the importance of race/ethnicity, or how blacks and Latinos are treated in the labor
market by employers in hiring. My discussion in chapter 1 suggested that both of these factors
could cause blacks' and Latinos' jobless durations to be longer than those of whites. In this
discussion, I also advanced the idea that these two effects are related, and that neglecting to
include an analysis of race/ethnicity in spatial mismatch studies would most likely cause an
overestimation of the importance of the spatial variables. Overall, in my analysis of the Weibull
estimates for young white, black, and Latino males in the central city, I found that the longer
jobless durations of black and Latino youth seem to be determined more by race/ethnicity than by
job decentralization. The spatial mismatch hypothesis suggests that job decentralization should
have a much more negative effect on blacks' economic welfare than on that of whites. However,
the hypothesis also implies that all groups in the central city can be negatively affected by job
decentralization if their residential mobility is constrained. Thus, the significance of job
decentralization in prolonging young white males' jobless durations implies that whites who
remain in the central city may be constrained from moving to the suburbs.
These results do not suggest that job decentralization is irrelevant in the case of blacks and
Latinos and need not be examined any further. They do suggest, however, that its importance in
generating worse black and Latino labor market outcomes must be reconsidered in relation to the
importance of race/ethnicity. If racial discrimination in hiring is a pervasive problem in the labor
market, which the model's results support, then the lack ofjobs available to blacks and Latinos
caused by this discrimination could in fact be magnified if the these jobs begin to move farther
away from their residential locations. Thus, job decentralization may indeed be important, but,
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according to the model's results, it pales in comparison to racial discrimination in hiring. Even in
the best of situations where most jobs are located in central cities where most blacks and Latinos
live, it is not entirely clear that their labor market outcomes will improve substantially or even
relative to whites if discrimination in the labor market limits their access to these jobs. This
suggests that more attention must be focused on the demand-side of the labor market, rather than
on the behavior or response of workers (supply-side) in the labor market, i.e., travel or
commuting time differences, in conducting future studies of the spatial mismatch hypothesis.
Ellwood (1986), Leonard (1986) and to a certain extent Harrison (1972) alluded to this
connection in their test of the spatial mismatch hypothesis. Although they suggested that race
was more important than space in labor markets, they concluded this based on their empirical
rejection of space as an explanation of blacks worse labor market outcomes in relation to those of
their white male counterparts. By accepting race as a default explanation, they failed to see how
racial discrimination in hiring can combine with or dominate the process ofjob decentralization to
negatively affect the employment outcomes of blacks and Latinos.
The models I designed were able to test the validity of Kain's latter two propositions.
Again, my research results lend support to Kain's second hypothesis, in the case of young Latino
males only, but not his third, since job decentralization was only significant in the case of young
white males. Although young white male's jobless durations are longer given the greater extent of
job decentralization in the central city, the employment premiums that they appear to receive as a
result of employer preferences for whites rather than blacks and Latinos is sufficient to offset this
negative affect. The results also suggest that residential segregation lengthens the jobless
durations young Latino, but not black, males in the central city. Though housing discrimination is
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practiced against blacks and Latinos (Massey, 1994), its consequences in reducing the "job
opportunity sphere" which acts to curtail job information and distort market signals is only
relevant in the case of Latinos given the results of these models. However, these results do not
suggest that we need not do anything to combat racial discrimination against blacks in housing
markets.
Individual differences among young white, black and Latino males play a minor role in
explaining the longer jobless durations of young blacks and Latinos in the central city. There is
evidence that, unlike young white and Latino males, black males' jobless durations are longer
when they live alone than at home.
I also investigated factors associated with young black and Latino males longer jobless
duration in the suburbs. I found that like the central city, the effect of race/ethnicity, or the
existence of a racial/ethnic labor queue, is strong and seems to be the most powerful explanation
of young black and Latino males longer jobless durations. This evidence comes primarily from
the results of the competing group variables and the local unemployment rate. The unemployment
rate is significant and strong in the case of young black and Latino males, but not young white
males, suggesting that young black and Latino males employment opportunities lag behind those
of young white males. At the same time, however, I do not find that job decentralization
negatively affects the economic welfare of suburban blacks, or Latinos for that matter, as other
researchers have found (Holzer, Ihlanfeldt, and Sjoquist, 1994). Nor do I find job
decentralization to improve the re-employment prospects of young white males in the suburbs as
one might expect.
Like the central city models, individual differences seem to explain little of young black
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and Latino males longer jobless durations in the suburbs. However, living alone significantly
reduces the jobless durations of young Latino males, so that living at home may explain much of
why Latinos' jobless durations are longer than those of whites, particularly when a larger portion
of Latino males compared to their white counterparts live at home.
According to these results, then, race/ethnicity seem to be very important determinants of
young black and Latino males' longer jobless durations in urban areas. The model's results
suggest that the importance of race/ethnicity comes in the form of a racial/ethnic labor queue.
But according to the analysis, it appears as though the extent of a labor queue is conditional on
two important factors, namely the level of aggregate demand and the percentage of blacks in a
particular area. If the level of aggregate demand is low, then there are fewer jobs to go around.
Under this condition, whites may be more inclined to adopt measures to limit competition for
these jobs if they are the numerical dominant group in a particular area. In this case,
discrimination in any form, i.e., employee, employer, or consumer discrimination, against blacks in
the labor market might become more intense. The practice of statistical discrimination might
become more intense given the condition of limited jobs since employers have more workers to
chose from in hiring and a stronger and more defined racial/ethnic labor queue is likely to emerge.
Secondly, if the presence of blacks in an particular area is high but not high enough to
make them a numerically dominant group, then discrimination against blacks might also become
more intense. Under these conditions, a more defined racial/ethnic labor queue might emerge. It
could also be true that the combination of these two conditions, namely limited jobs and a
significant black presence in a particular area, might further contribute to the emergence of a
racial/ethnic labor queue.
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Given that these structural factors could give rise to a racial/ethnic labor queue in
metropolitan areas, what might be the institutional mechanisms that could produce such a labor
queue? Thurow (1975) provides a theoretical model of a simple labor queue that could help us
understand how a racial/ethnic labor queue can take form. According to Thurow, individuals
compete against one another for job opportunities based on their relative costs of being trained to
fill whatever job is being considered. Most cognitive skills for particular jobs are not acquired
before a worker enters the labor market, he argues, but only after the worker has found
employment. Seen in this light, the labor market is primarily a training market, and not a bidding
market for selling existing skills, as many economists argue, where training slots must be allocated
to different workers.
Furthermore, this distribution of training slots and the allocation of individuals among
these slots depend on two sets of factors. The first set includes the individual's relative position in
the labor queue and the second set includes the distribution ofjob opportunities in the economy.
In Thurow's model, wages are paid based on the characteristics of the job in question and not the
workers' skills, and workers are distributed across job (or training) opportunities based on their
relative position in the labor queue. Workers compete for position in the queue based upon their
background characteristics rather than on their willingness to accept low wages. Thus, the most
preferred workers, or those with the most favorable background characteristics according to
employers, get jobs first. Moreover, the least preferred workers get jobs when job opportunities
in the economy expand.
According to Thurow, all workers possess background characteristics that employers
evaluate, which, in turn, determines their position in the labor queue. These background
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characteristics include education, innate abilities, age, sex, personal habits, etc. In addition, these
distinct characteristics affect the cost of training a worker to fill any job. Because of differences
in background characteristics, each individual will have a different structure of associated training
costs. The problem for an employer is to pick and train workers to get the most marginal product
as possible with the least investment in training costs. Training costs, as the term is used in
Thurow's model, include "the costs of inculcating norms of industrial discipline, good work habits,
and the uncertainty costs associated with hiring workers whose training costs are more variable or
unknown (Thurow, 1975, p. 87)". To minimize training costs, employers rank potential workers
on the basis of their training costs. Moreover, this rank ordering of workers leads to the labor
queue.
The results of the Weibull models suggest that race/ethnicity is an important background
characteristic that employers consider in the hiring of workers as well. If employers are uncertain
about the potential training costs of workers, about whose background characteristics they are
uncertain, they will most likely look more critically at indicators of trainability. The fact that the
effects of education and unemployment compensation receipt is more powerful in the young black
than white males equations for the central city suggests that employers scrutinize black males
characteristics more carefully than they do whites.
Although the results of the Weibull models suggest that race is an important factor in
hiring, they are not a direct test of discrimination in the labor market. However, using employer
based interviews, Moss and Tilly (1993) find that employers are increasingly relying on race as an
indicator of trainability in hiring, particularly as the kind of skills needed to perform work are
changing in industries that hire youth. They suggest that the requirements for jobs in industries
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that employ many young adults, namely, manufacturing, retail trade and service, are changing to a
set of "soft" skills. Based on their interviews with Los Angeles and Detroit employers in
manufacturing, retail trade, insurance companies, and the public sector, Moss and Tilly (1993)
define these "soft" skills as "employees verbal skills, communication and people skills, teamwork
skills, demeanor, flexibility, initiative, and general aspects of work attitudes and effort as opposed
to "hard" skills such as literacy, computations, computer knowledge (Moss and Tilly, 1993, p.
2)".
The nature of these changing job skill requirements are important, then, to understand the
associated training costs of, and the kinds of background characteristics of workers needed to fill,
these jobs. Moss and Tilly (1993) report that employers find that they can train anyone to
perform the kinds ofjobs offered, as Thurow suggests, but that these costs are minimized by
workers possessing the right background characteristics. Moreover, these background
characteristics are closely confounded with race. Thus, employers look critically at potential
workers appearance, speech, and demeanor, among other things. Employers see young black men
as deficient in the background characteristics that they define as important in making up the "soft"
skills needed to perform jobs effectively. Thus, employers are becoming more reluctant to hire
young black men, Moss and Tilly argue, because they fear the associated costs of training black
workers who they feel will possess "bad" background characteristics will be too high. This is
consistent with the results of the competing group variables. This story is also consistent with the
fact that the local unemployment rate has no effect on young white males' jobless durations while
it lengthens the jobless durations of young black and Latino males. This suggests that employers
prefer to hire young white males if they can. With sufficient numbers of young black and Latino
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males in the central city to shoulder the brunt of unemployment, young white males are essentially
protected against the unemployment rate.
Further evidence of employers avoidance of young black workers in jobs that require
these kinds of skills comes from the work of Kirschenman and Neckerman (1991). Based upon
interviews with employers in the central city of Chicago and its surrounding suburbs, they find
that employers use race as a primary distinction while making recruiting, screening and hiring
decisions. They also argue that employers use negative racial stereotypes in conjunction with
stereotypes of class and space (or residential location) to discriminate, statistically in most cases,
against blacks, Puerto Ricans, and to some extent Mexicans-Americans. Thus, employers use
race, class and residential location as barometers of whether workers have the necessary
background characteristics to perform "soft" skills jobs. Kirschenman and Neckerman also find
that the particular combination of background characteristics that matter to employers vary
according to the demands and industry of the job. For example, employers in industries such as
retail trade that require more employee-customer contact look for and hire workers with social
interaction and communication skills, and that have a certain appearance. Their work suggests
that racial stereotypes could be confused with perceived job related attributes such as
communication skills, demeanor, dress, personality and initiative.
The results of the Weibull models ofjobless durations of young white, black, and Latino
males, as does the research of Moss and Tilly and Kirschenman and Neckerman, suggests, very
strongly, that a racial/ethnic labor queue is the chief cause of young black and Latino males'
longer jobless durations. If employers are uncertain about the associated costs of hiring workers
whose training costs are unknown or variable, they will hire workers whose background
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characteristics will minimize the training costs, as Thurow's model predicts. Their research
suggests that employers hold negative perceptions about black and Latino workers and view their
training costs as more expensive than white workers. Thus, employers prefer to hire young white
males, about whose background characteristics they are more certain. This story is also
consistent with the results of the competing groups variables that we reviewed for both the central
city and suburban models. This suggests that young whites males are likely to be hired first, while
young Latino and black males fall behind their white counterparts in hiring opportunities.
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CHAPTER 5
THE CONFOUNDING INFLUENCE OF RACE/ETHNICITY IN SPACE:
An Empirical Investigation of Male Youth Employment in the Washington, DC Area
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INTRODUCTION
We have learned from earlier discussions that the spatial mismatch hypothesis attempts to
explain blacks', and to some extent Latinos', worse labor market performances relative to those of
whites in metropolitan areas as a consequence of their inability to follow jobs to the suburbs due
to housing discrimination practices. The hypothesis suggests, therefore, that blacks and Latinos
who move to the suburbs, controlling for the selectivity of movers and for the endogeneity
problems of residential and job location, should perform better in the labor market in relation to
their central city counterparts. Based on an analysis of data representing many metropolitan areas
across the country, we have seen that young black, Latino, and white males who live in the
suburbs do in fact have better labor market outcomes than those of their central city counterparts.
At the same time, the spatial mismatch hypothesis implies that if blacks were able to
follow jobs to the suburbs in the same way whites had we should not expect blacks to fall further
behind their white counterparts in labor market outcomes. That is, we should not expect to find
larger racial/ethnic labor market outcome differences between whites and blacks or between
whites and Latinos in the suburbs than in the central city. In the best case, the hypothesis implies
that the relative labor market position of blacks to whites should be better in the suburbs than in
the central cities. After all, according to this hypothesis, how else could blacks' relative economic
position to that of whites improve? This chapter explores through controlled experiments the
importance of space (residential location) in racial/ethnic labor market outcomes
differences.
In this chapter, I use data from the Washington, DC metropolitan area to explore in more
systematic detail the relative importance of race/ethnicity and space (residential location), and
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their possible interactions, in racial/ethnic employment differences for male youth. I have chosen
the Washington, DC area because of the rapid black, and to some extent Latino, suburbanization
that has taken place in Prince George's county, MD and because the area in Prince George's
county where blacks have moved to is the same area where the majority of the county jobs are
located and where most of the county job growth has occurred.
As we learned in chapter 1, many criticisms have been leveled against research that tests
the spatial mismatch hypothesis using the central city/suburban dichotomy as the methodological
approach. Many (Kain, 1992; Ihlanfeldt, 1992) have suggested that this methodological approach
is limited because it assumes that suburban employment growth uniformly improves - or fails to
improve - the economic opportunities of all suburban households. That is, some suburban
households many benefit more by a suburban residential location than other suburbanites because
the live closer to the nexus of suburban jobs. For example, Ihlanfeldt (1992) argues that in
Atlanta, employment growth in the northern rather than the southern suburbs has been far
superior. However, Atlanta's black suburban population is concentrated in the southern suburbs,
located on the fringe of the central city ghetto. This pattern is not entirely replicated in Prince
George's. Although black suburbanization in Prince George's county has occurred in the inner
portion of the county that closely borders the Washington, DC city limits, most of Prince George's
jobs and job growth has also occurred in this area. Given these dynamics, the Washington, DC
metropolitan area is a natural experiment to test the spatial mismatch hypothesis using the
comparisons of central city and suburban residents as the methodological approach. The findings
from this study will shed light on the validity of the findings from the previous chapters since it
was impossible to control for the peculiarities of black and Latino suburbanization in each of the
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suburbs in SMSAs included in the analysis.
In this chapter, I am interested in the following questions: 1) does suburban residential
location improve labor market outcomes as the spatial mismatch hypothesis predicts? 2) are
blacks' and Latinos' labor market outcomes better relative to whites in the suburbs than the central
city? and 3) what is the relative importance of race/ethnicity and space, and their possible
interactions, in determining blacks' and Latinos' worse labor market outcomes in relation to whites
in metropolitan areas?
I begin by briefly reviewing the issues related to black suburbanization, particularly as it
relates to a study of the spatial mismatch hypothesis. I then describe the "setting" in which this
black and Latino suburbanization has taken place. Finally, I present the findings of the research,
concluding with a discussion of these findings.
THE DYNAMICS OF BLACK AND LATINO SUBURBANIZATION
During the past 20 years, blacks' rates of suburbanization has been greater than in previous
decades (Stahura, 1986; Clay, 1979). Blacks' presence in the suburbs increased from 4.8 percent
in 1970 to 7.1 percent in 1980 to 8.5 percent in 1990, reversing a trend in which black
suburbanization remained stagnant at approximately 4 percent in 1950 and 1960 (Stahura, 1986;
Schneider and Phelan, 1993). In fact, the suburban black population increased faster than the
central city black population over the 1970 decade (Long and DeAre, 1981). Moreover, this
black suburbanization varied regionally." As we have discussed in the previous chapters, the
spatial mismatch hypothesis implies that black suburbanization should improve blacks' labor
"' The south Atlantic region had the greatest percentage of black suburbanites, while the
New England region had the least. For a more detailed discussion on the patterns and dynamics
of black suburbanization see Schneider and Phelan, 1993.
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market outcomes. This improvement should result as a consequence of not only blacks proximity
to jobs (Kain, 1969), but also their proximity to jobs for which they qualify (Kasarda, 1985).
However, there are also reasons why blacks who suburbanize may not have better
economic opportunities or more favorable labor market outcomes than their central city
counterparts. Galster (1991) showed that although blacks did gain access to suburbs in the
1970s, they moved to those parts of the suburbs adjacent to the central cites where jobs have left,
while whites moved farther out in the suburbs close to the urban fringe. As a result, Galster
argued that "the average black household, though now residing farther from the CBD than before,
remains as close to it as ever relative to the average white household (Galster, 1991, p. 625)".
Stahura (1988) also found that this pattern of black suburbanization was the dominant form in the
1970s, as did Kain (1985) for the 1980s. In addition, Massey and Denton (1988) argued that
blacks remain more segregated in suburbs, though not as highly segregated as their central city
counterparts, than any either Asians or Latinos. Blacks move into the aging inner suburbs that
concurrently are abandoned or are being abandoned by whites. As Galster argues, "suburban
residence per se is not equivalent to desegregation or relief from the burdens of ghetto residence
(Galster, 1991, p. 622)".
Not surprisingly, then, this pattern is also supported by other studies that examine
suburban blacks in relation to the characteristics of the suburbs. These studies show that
suburban blacks tend to live in highly segregated suburbs which are not only close to the central
city, but that also possess few jobs (Galster, 1987). Therefore, suburbanization in and of itself, as
Kain (1968) and Kasarda (1985) suggest, may not improve black and Latino labor market
outcomes relative to their central city counterparts or to their white suburban counterparts. In
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fact, as Ihlanfeldt (1992) argues, it is researchers' inability to take into consideration where blacks
move to in the suburbs that makes economic welfare comparisons of central city and suburban
blacks a crude test of the spatial mismatch hypothesis. In order for blacks' and Latinos' labor
market outcomes to improve relative to their central city counterparts and relative to their white
suburban counterparts, the kinds of suburbs and the location within the suburbs that blacks and
Latinos move into must also have better employment opportunities relative to those in the central
city. It is crucial, then, in a study using a central city/suburban comparison as a test of the spatial
mismatch hypothesis, that the kinds of suburbs that blacks and Latinos move to be a best case
scenano.
THE SETTING
The Washington, DC area represents a natural experiment for a test of the spatial
mismatch hypothesis of black and Latino labor market disadvantage because of the tremendous
demographic changes that have occurred in the area over the past two decades (See Figure A5.1
in the appendix for geographic feel). The demography of Prince George's County, MD, a suburb
of Washington, DC, has changed dramatically over a twenty year period. Table 5.1 shows Prince
George's population changes from 1970 to 1990. In 1970, whites represented the majority of the
county population of 660,567. By 1990, however, blacks became the majority of the population,
largely due to blacks' in-migration from neighboring Washington, DC (Dent, 1992). In addition,
between 1980 and 1990 the Latino population increased by nearly 100.0 percent, while others
grew by 113.0 percent, adding to the total county population increase of some 70,000 since 1970.
Much of the black population in-migration to Prince George's from neighboring
Washington, DC (Dent, 1992) and much of the Latino in-migrants, though not mostly from
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Table 5.1
Prince George's County, MD, and Washington, DC Population by Race/Ethnicity from 1970 to 1990
1970 1980 1990
Washington, DC (Dunn, 1991), included the middle-class. However, as Galster (1991) and
Massey (1993) have found in their research of blacks who move to the suburbs, blacks and
Latinos who in-migrated to Prince George's during the late 1970s and early 1980s moved to that
part of the county that most closely neighbored Washington, DC. This part of Prince George's is
termed the "beltway." In fact, in 1990, 66.3 percent of blacks and only 35.6 percent of whites
who live in Prince George's took residence inside the "beltway."42 (See Figure A5.2 in the
42 This data on the "beltway's" population was calculated and provided to me by
Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning Commission, Research Division and is based on the
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Prince George's County
Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent
White 561,482 85.0 393,722 59.2 314,616 43.1
Black 91,819 13.9 247,860 37.2 369,791 50.7
Latino --- 14,421 2.2 29,900 4.1
Other --- 19,287 2.9 45,214 6.2
Total 660,567 665,071 729,268
Washington, DC
Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent
White 210,878 27.9 174,903 27.4 179,667 30.7
Black 537,570 71.1 448,365 70.2 399,604 68.3
Latino 15,887 2.1 17,873 2.8 32,710 5.6
Other 8,062 1.1 15,065 2.4 5,950 1.0
Total 756,510 638,333 585,221
Note: Column percent do not add up to 100 because Latinos can be of either white or black racial heritage.
Source: 1970, 1980, 1990 Census of the Population
appendix.) Even though in 1990 a majority of blacks lived in the "inner beltway" of Prince
George's, they have, since the early 1980s, increasingly penetrated most other areas of the county
that are more distant from Washington, DC (Dent, 1992). This "outer beltway" portion of the
county is much more residential, wealthy, and rural than the "inner beltway" portion." However,
unlike the black suburbanization patterns that Galster (1991) and Massey (1993) found in their
work, the "inner beltway" area of Prince George's houses the majority of blacks and Latinos in the
county, contains most of the county's commercial activity and economic development, i.e., jobs,
and has experienced most of the county's job growth."
An initial inspection of the demand-side of the Washington, DC's, and Prince George's
labor markets indicates that job growth has occurred more rapidly in Prince George's than in
Washington, DC. Table 5.2 shows the total jobs, total employees, and job import ratios for the
two areas between 1970 and 1990."' In 1990, it is clear that Prince George's, like other suburban
areas in the country, has had much more rapid job growth than the central city, or DC, and its job
1990 Bureau of Census (STF-1A).
"Using the 1990 Public Use Micro data samples for Prince George's county, I calculated
that the median family income for whites, blacks, and Latinos in the "outer beltway" was $54,000,
$52,000, and 46,940, respectively, while the median family income for whites, blacks, and Latinos
in the "inner beltway" was $40,000, $35,000, and $41,000, respectively, in 1990. Conversations
with planners in the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning commission also confirmed that
the "outer beltway" housed more wealthy residents than the "inner beltway."
"Since there is no data available on business location within the county, I confirmed that
most businesses are located and most job growth has occurred in the "inner beltway" through
conversations with planners in the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, and
from my own casual observations in Prince George's county.
" Job import ratios are calculated by dividing the total jobs located in an area by the total
employees who live in that area. It reflects the number ofjobs per working resident in an area.
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Table 5.2
Change in Jobs, Employees, and Job Import Ratios in Washington, DC,
and Prince George's County, MD, from 1970 to 1990
Total Employees Job Import Ratio
DC
1970
% A70-80
1980
% A 80-90
1990
% A 70-90
326,584
5.0
342,906
24.5
426,959
30.7
Prince
George's
96,669
66.1
DC Prince
George's
244,293 204,029
-9.2 28.0
160,609 221,786 261,207
55.9 11.0
250,372 246,241
159.0 0.8
28.6
335,992
64.7
Source: * 1970, 1980, and 1990 County Business Patterns. b 1970, 1980, and 1990 Census ofPopulation.
import ratio has increased to twice that of DC's since 1970, even though the job import ratio for
DC was nearly 2.5 times higher than that of Prince George's in 1990." Also, about two-thirds of
the total jobs between Washington, DC and Prince George's were located in DC.
Blacks and other minorities own a significant share of Prince George's businesses. More
than 9,000, of which many are sizeable ventures, of the county's 25,000 businesses were minority
owned in 1987 (Dunn, 1991). In fact, it is one of the largest concentrations of minority-owned
" The County Business Patterns does not include jobs in the public administration
industry. Clearly, public administration jobs are a large industry in Washington, DC. Thus, in the
total employees category, I did not include those who worked in the public administration
industry. I did examine the number of public administration employees who live in DC or Prince
George's. In 1990, 19.0 percent of each area's employed residents worked in this industry.
However, since it can be safely assumed that more public administration jobs are to be found in
DC as opposed to Prince George's, the effect of excluding public administration jobs and
employees from this table is to underestimate DC's job import ratio and overestimate Prince
George's. Nonetheless, it is unlikely that these changes would alter the trends found in table 5.2
over time.
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Total Jobs
DC
1.34
15.7
1.55
11.6
1.73
29.1
Prince
George's
.47
29.7
.61
23.0
.75
59~6
businesses in the nation (Dunn, 1991). Moreover, Bates (1992) finds that minority businesses are
more likely to hire minority workers. There is strong reason to believe, then, that residence in
Prince George's should in fact improve young black and Latino's labor market outcomes relative
to their central city counterparts, and may even improve their labor market status relative to
whites in the metropolitan area.
THE ANALYSIS
Table 5.3 shows the labor market outcomes of young white, black, and Latino males aged
16 to 21 and the central city concentration of these population groups in the DC and Prince
George's county area (hereafter referred to as the PGDC area) for 1990.17 Young white males
Table 5.3
Labor Market Outcomes* for Males Aged 16-21 and Washington, DC Concentrationb of Racial/Ethnic Groups
across the Washington, DC and Prince George's County, MD Area: 1990
White Black Latino
Emp Rate 60.3 43.9 50.1
Unemp Rate 10.5 26.3 18.9
Jobless Weeks 34.1 41.4 37.8
Percent of Pop-
ulation living within 36.3 51.9
Washington, DC
Source: "Based on author's calculations using the 1990 Public Use Micro-data Samples (PUMS).
b 990 Census of the Population.
52.2
have better labor market outcomes than their black and Latino counterparts in the PGDC area. In
fact, the spatial mismatch hypothesis predicts that this should be true particularly since a greater
percentage of whites live in Prince George's, where job growth has been more rapid than in DC.
Moreover, the hypothesis also predicts that suburban residents should perform better, in absolute
"The sample size is shown in table A5.1 in the appendix.
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terms, in the labor market than their central city counterparts. We should expect, then, Prince
George's residents' labor market outcomes to be better than their central city counterparts.
Table 5.4 shows the labor market comparisons of young white, black, and Latino males in
DC and Prince George's. Panel A shows the employment and unemployment rates, and jobless
weeks for all young white, black and Latino males in 1990." In general, white, black, and Latino
males do seem to perform better by these labor market indicators in Prince George's than in DC.
Prince George's white, black, and Latino male residents have higher employment rates, lower
unemployment rates, and fewer jobless weeks than their DC counterparts. For example, white,
black, and Latino males' unemployment rates in Prince George's are 45, 18, and 15 percent lower,
respectively, than those of their DC counterparts.
The results from Panel A include both those in- and out-of-school. Their interpretation,
then, can be misleading since schooling, in many instances, competes with market work. Panel B
shows these same labor market outcomes for those who are in- and out-of-school. The
differences in employment rates between those who are in- and out-of-school for all young males
confirms that those who are in-school tend not to enter the labor market at the same rate as those
out-of-school. Isolating those who are out-of-school and more attached to the labor market than
those in-school shows that, again, residence in Prince George's appears to improve young white,
black and Latino males' labor market performance relative to their central city counterparts. This
is particularly true for black's unemployment rate, whites', blacks', and Latinos' employment rates,
and whites' and Latinos' jobless weeks. Moreover, judging from the higher employment rates for
"The employment rate is defined as the fraction of the non-institutional population that
has a job.
207
Table 5.4
Comparisons of Labor Market Outcomes for White, Black, and Latino Men Aged 16-21 in
Washington, DC and Prince George's County, MD by School Enrollment Status and Education: 1990
White Black Latino
DC Prince George's DC Prince George's DC Prince George's
A All
EMp Rate 49.7 67.8 39.6 48.1 48.4 54.4
Unemp Rate 13.5 9.3 28.3 24.0 20.3 17.6
Jobless Weeks 36.1 33.2 42.2 40.5 40.3 35.5
B. In School
Emp Rate 38.9 52.2 24.3 30.6 32.8 28.1
Unemp Rate 17.1 12.0 23.4 25.6 10.5 28.9
Jobless Weeks 40.0 35.3 44.6 43.1 41.1 39.8
Out of School
Emp Rate 65.8 86.7 41.7 50.9 59.2 76.9
Unemp Rate 11.9 8.8 31.1 20.2 20.5 16.0
Jobless Weeks 37.3 24.7 39.0 36.4 39.4 28.8
C. Out of School
No H.S. Degree
Emp Rate 60.6 78.7 36.6 48.9 57.4 76.4
Unemp Rate 13.2 9.8 39.8 28.6 23.8 19.1
Jobless Weeks 33.6 27.7 41.8 39.0 40.5 30.2
H.S. Degree
Emp Rate 76.3 89.7 61.0 65.8 64.7 71.6
Unemp Rate 10.5 7.3 18.2 16.2 11.5 11.7
Jobless Weeks 26.8 22.3 31.5 31.8 37.0 26.2
Source: Based on author's calculations using the 1990 Public Use Micro-data Samples (PUMS).
these groups in PG than in DC, out-of-school Prince George's residents may also participate more
in the labor force than their DC counterparts. This is particularly true for Prince George's young
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white and Latino males, whose employment rate is 21.1 and 23.0 percentage points higher,
respectively, than that of their DC counterparts. Although the differences between suburban and
central city outcomes are more stark in this area, these results do confirm those from chapter 2
using NLSY data for youth across many SMSAs.
Those who are out-of-school could have either received their high school degree or
dropped out of high school without it. Certainly, those who are out-of-school and possess a high
school diploma should perform better in the labor market then those who do not because of the
additional skills that they bring to the market. Panel C compares the labor market outcomes of
young out-of-school white, black, and Latino males in Prince George's and DC by whether or not
they received a high school degree. First, as expected, for out-of-school male youth, those
without a high school degree perform more poorly in the labor market than those with a high
school degree in both Prince George's and DC, although there are fewer differences for whites,
and to some extent Latinos, than for blacks. This suggests that for young black males in the
PGDC area attainment of a high school degree may be just as important in improving their labor
market standing as having a residential location in Prince George's. Second, for those who are
out-of-school, both those with and without a high school degree have better labor market
outcomes if they live in Prince George's as opposed to DC. However, the improvements are
much more pronounced for whites, and to some extent Latinos, than they are for blacks with
respect to the employment rate and jobless weeks. In fact, a t test rejects the hypothesis that the
average jobless weeks of young out-of-school black males with a high school degree is different in
Prince George's than in DC.
These labor market outcomes are also influenced by family background characteristics.
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More specifically, a families income level may have a lot to say about which youth get jobs and
which youth do not. Families with higher income levels create better job opportunities for other
family members since they tend to live in more prosperous communities and have better labor
market connections than those who do not (Cain and Finnie, 1990; Wilson, 1987). Higher family
income, then, should be associated with lower unemployment rates. For example, if the effect of
high family income in creating job opportunities is stronger for young white males in Prince
George's than in DC, the effect of high family incomes, in addition to Prince George's better labor
market conditions, may play a role in why young white males in Prince George's have a lower
unemployment rate than their DC counterparts. This effect, however, is more difficult to interpret
for employment rates and jobless weeks since family income levels can also affect family members
labor force participation, particularly for those members who are in-school. In this case, parents
in families with high incomes may influence or require that their children join after school
programs, social clubs, sports activities, etc., rather than work. This family income effect will be
found in youth's employment rates or jobless weeks since these measures include those not in the
labor force. Thus, the different effects of family income levels on each racial/ethnic group can
affect the interpretation of racial/ethnic differences in labor market outcomes.49
Table 5.5 shows the labor market outcomes for young white, black and Latino males
living in Washington, DC and Prince George's in 1990 by family income. It shows that as family
income levels increase, the unemployment rate declines for young white, black, and Latino males
in both Prince George's and DC. In fact, the effect is similar for whites in DC and Prince George's
49 A table showing these labor market outcome measures by family income and school
enrollment status would help to resolve these issues, but the sample size did not permit such a
table to be tabulated.
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Table 5.5
Comparisons of Labor Market Outcomes for White, Black, and Latino Men Aged 16-21 in
Washington, DC and Prince George's County, MD by Family Income
White Black Latino
DC Prince George's DC Prince George's DC Prince George's
<$25,000
Emp Rate 31.4 48.6 18.4 30.2 28.8 55.2
Unemp Rate 31.3 27.8 40.9 33.2 27.1 21.2
Jobless Weeks 37.7 35.3 46.1 43.0 44.4 37.3
$25,000-
<$75,000
Emp Rate 48.8 67.2 30.5 48.1 55.3 70.9
Unemp Rate 22.1 11.8 34.9 19.4 15.2 21.6
Jobless Weeks 36.0 36.0 42.6 41.5 36.1 30.0
k$75,000
Emp Rate 39.6 55.5 44.1 46.8 55.5 45.4
Unemp Rate 10.5 7.9 19.9 19.7 12.6 18.2
Jobless Weeks 35.1 32.5 38.3 40.0 35.1 36.1
Source: Based on author's calculations using the 1990 Public Use Micro-data Samples (PUMS).
and blacks in DC. In both areas, their unemployment rate declines by approximately 20 points
from a family income level of below $25,000 to one greater than or equal to $75,000. Thus,
although young black males' unemployment rate is higher in DC than in Prince George's, the effect
of family income on getting a job appears stronger in DC. Young Latino males' unemployment
rate does not drop as fast between these family income levels, suggesting the same pattern as that
of young black males. In addition, the number ofjobless weeks declines with higher family
income levels for young white, black, and Latino males in DC or Prince George's.
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Observing the effect of family income on the employment rate suggests that higher family
income levels affects the labor force participation, and, therefore, the employment rates of young
white, black, and Latino males differently. Young DC and Prince George's white males' and
young Prince George's Latino males' employment rates are lower in the highest family income
bracket than they are in the middle family income bracket. This suggests that the family income
effect on labor force participation for in-school youth may be stronger than the family income
effect on employment for youth in general. However, this is not the case for young black males in
either DC or Prince George's or young Latino males in DC. This suggests that either fewer of
these youth in the high family income level are in school and may be more attached to the labor
market, or if they are in school, the effect of high family income on employment is stronger than
the effect of high family income on participation. They are more likely, then, to be working than
their white counterparts in each area. The following analysis suggests that because the effect of
family income on employment appears to work in the opposite direction for young white and
black males in both areas at the high family income level, the employment rate differences
between these groups in the metropolitan area may not be attributable to the different effects of
family income. However, employment rate differences between young Latino and white males in
the metropolitan area may be attributable to the different effects of family income since the effect
of high family income decreases Latino males employment rate at a much faster rate than whites in
Prince George's while the effect of high family income does not affect their employment rate in
DC. Nonetheless, large racial/ethic differences still exist in the employment and unemployment
rates and jobless weeks measures at each family income level in both DC and Prince George's.
One can also investigate occupational distributions by race/ethnicity and residence to
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determine if residential location in Prince George's county, as opposed to one in DC, improves
young white, black, and Latino males labor market outcomes. Table 5.6 shows that the
occupational patterns for young white, black, and Latino males appear similar in the two areas.
Manag. & Profs.
Technicians
Sales
Clerical
Service
Craft
Laborers
Other
Source: Based on a
Table 5.6
Comparison of Occupational Mix for Youths Aged 16-21 in Washington, DC
and Prince Georges County, MD: 1990
White Black
DC Prince George's DC Prince George's DC
15.2 13.7 8.5 7.6 4.2
1.6 0.1 0.3 0.5 1.3
15.2 17.5 10.3 14.8 8.7
18.8 9.3 22.0 18.9 16.0
26.5 22.4 33.0 29.7 32.9
5.3 19.1 6.6 10.7 10.6
13.7 14.5 16.0 16.2 25.0
3.7 3.5 3.3 1.5 1.4
uthor's calculations using the 1990 Pulbic Use Micro-data Samples (PUMS).
Latino
Prince George's
2.7
0.9
11.4
9.4
32.6
14.9
21.3
6.86.8
Taking each racial/ethnic group separately, nearly equal proportions of young males in DC and
Prince George's work as managers and professionals, sales, service, and laborers. Only the
clerical and craft occupations show some divergence. This divergence may be an artifact of the
occupational structure of each area, where craft work may be more prevalent in Prince George's
than in DC and clerical work more prevalent in DC than in Prince George's. In addition, a much
higher proportion of young Latino males in Prince George's work in other occupations, mostly
farming, than in DC. This suggests that perhaps jobs in Prince George's are a better skill match
for youth than jobs in DC. Nonetheless, a chi-squared test for each racial/ethnic group's
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occupational distributions did not reject the hypothesis that the occupational distributions are
equal in both areas, suggesting that the spatial mismatch is not important.
Young white males are in better or more skilled occupations than either young black or
Latino males in either Prince George's or DC. A larger share of young whites in both DC and
Prince George's work as managers and professionals than their young black or Latino male
counterparts. It is not clear form this table whether young white males' better access to these
occupations is due to education or other factors.
Taken together, these labor market indicators suggest that, in general, young white, black,
and Latino males in Prince George's do have better labor market outcomes than their DC
counterparts. These findings are not in contradiction with the spatial mismatch hypothesis and
may go a long way in explaining racial/ethnic labor market outcome differences in the PGDC area.
Given the logic of the spatial mismatch hypothesis, racial/ethnic differences in labor market
outcomes should not be larger in Prince George's than in DC. In other words, the spatial
mismatch suggests that because of the better job opportunities in the suburbs, blacks' and Latinos'
labor market status should improve as much as their white counterparts given a suburban
residential location. After all, the spatial mismatch hypothesis attempts to explain not only the
absolute labor market differences between blacks and Latinos, in the cities and suburbs, but the
racial differences in labor market outcomes within metropolitan areas as well. If the racial/ethnic
labor market outcome differences are larger in Prince George's than in DC, it is difficult to say
that a spatial mismatch between jobs and residential location is a major explanation of racial/ethnic
labor market differences in the PGDC area.
Table 5.7 shows the black/white and Latino/white labor market outcome ratios for young
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Table 5.7
Comparisons of Black/White and Latino/White Labor Market Outcome Ratios for Males Aged 16-21
in Washington, DC and Prince George's County, MD by School Enrollemnt Status and Education: 1990
Black/White Ratio Latino/White Ratio
DC Prince George's DC Prince George's
A. All
Emp Rate .80 .71 .97 .80
Unemp Rate 2.10 2.58 1.50 1.89
Jobless Weeks 1.17 1.22 1.12 1.07
B. Out of School
Emp Rate .63 .58 .90 .89
Unemp Rate 2.61 2.30 1.72 1.81
Jobless Weeks 1.05 1.47 1.06 1.17
C. Out of School
No H.S. Degree
Emp Rate .60 .62 .94 .97
Unemp Rate 3.02 2.92 1.80 1.95
Jobless Weeks 1.24 1.41 1.21 1.09
H.S. Degree
Emp Rate .80 .73 .85 .80
Unemp Rate 1.73 2.22 1.10 1.60
Jobless Weeks 1.18 1.43 1.38 1.17
males living in Washington, DC and Prince George's in 1990. In general, young black and Latino
males' relative labor market status is worse in Prince George's than in DC. This is particularly
true fqr out-of-school young black males with a high school degree whose employment rate and
unemployment rate climbs from being 20 percent lower and 73 percent higher, respectively, than
those of their white counterparts in DC, to being 27 lower and 122 percent higher, respectively,
than those of their white counterparts in Prince George's. These results support the findings from
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chapter 2 which also suggest that young white males benefit more than either young black or
Latino males from a suburban residential location.
Nonetheless, there are some cases where the racial/ethnic labor market outcome ratios as
measured by one of the labor market performance indicators does improve in Prince George's as
compared to DC, but these improvements are slight and not as dramatic as the relative losses.
These relative improvements of black and Latinos are mainly found for out-of-school youth
without a high school degree. These results support Kasarda's (1985) hypothesis that suburban
labor markets may have better employment opportunities for less-skilled blacks than those in the
central city because the decentralization ofjobs has mainly occurred for those that require low-
skill. Nonetheless, blacks' relative labor market position in relation to whites is worse than
Latinos' relative position in both areas, though the racial/ethnic differences are striking in both
locations. Although these results do not prove prima facie that employment discrimination exists,
or that if it does exist that it may be much stronger in Prince George's than in DC, they also do
nothing to refute such claims. But these results are also consistent with the possibility that a
larger concentration of whites with more human capital stock than blacks or Latinos live in PG,
since better educated, as opposed to less educated, youth are more likely to do well in the labor
market, irrespective of their residential location
As predicted by the spatial mismatch hypothesis, this section shows that, in general, young
white, black, and Latino males possess better labor market outcomes when they live in Prince
George's rather than in DC. However, the racial/ethnic differences in these labor market
outcomes are more stark in Prince George's than in DC. These results cast serious doubt on the
ability of the spatial mismatch hypothesis to explain the racial/ethnic labor market outcome
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differences across the PGDC area, since greater employment discrimination and greater human
capital accumulation by whites than either blacks or Latinos in the suburbs can also explain these
differences. The next section attempts to examine the relative importance of "space" and "race" in
explaining the racial/ethnic differences in labor market outcomes across the PGDC area.
Data and Methods
To test the relative importance of space and race in explaining racial/ethnic differences in
labor market outcomes across the PGDC area, I use data from the 1990 Public Use Micro-Data
A(5%)-Sample (PUMA) for the Washington, DC proper, and Prince George's County, MD areas.
These data provide individual observations on all of the population and housing variables
collected by the census bureau in 1990. From this dataset, I selected non-Latino white, non-
Latino black, and Latino males aged 16-21 who lived at home at the time of the survey. The use
of a dataset composed of young people who live at home minimizes the endogeneity problem of
residential location and employment status or job location from which many spatial mismatch
studies have suffered (Ihlanfeldt, 1992). In addition, it controls for the selectivity of those who
are most able to move to the suburbs. I also restricted the dataset to youth with a high school
degree or less of education because recent labor market research suggests that these workers are
more likely to experience labor market difficulties (Bound and Freeman, 1992; Holzer, 1993;
Bluestone, Stevenson, and Tilly, 1994) and are more likely to be adversely affected by the spatial
mismatch ofjob and residential location (Ihlanfeldt, 1992).
I use regression techniques to investigate whether and to what extent a Prince George's
suburban residential location increases the probability of young white, black and Latino males'
employment, controlling for relevant personal and family background variables. I examine this
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question by running pooled regressions over Prince George's and DC for each racial/ethnic group.
The basic estimating equation can be expressed as:
Pi(E)=:f(I;,Fi,Li), (1)
where Pi(E) is the probability that the ith youth is employed, and Li, I;, and Fi is the individual's
residential location, the individual's personal characteristics, and the individual's family
characteristics, respectively.
The 1990 PUMS provides a number of personal and family background variables that may
affect the probability of youths having a job. Personal characteristics that may affect the
probability of having a job include the youth's age, whether or not the youth is enrolled in school,
and if out-of-school, whether or not the youth graduated from high school, and whether or not
the youth has a child.'" Family background characteristics that may affect the probability of
having a job include whether the youth lives in a one-parent, female-headed household, and family
income." These variables are defined in table 5.8.
Descriptive Statistics
Table 5.9 shows the personal and family background means and standard deviations for
employed and jobless young white, black, and Latino males in Prince George's and DC.
Employed youth are, on average, older, less likely to be enrolled in school, and more likely to be
high school dropouts and hold a high school degree than are the jobless in both areas for each
racial/ethnic group. The employed also have higher family incomes than the jobless. One
*Marriage may also affect the likelihood of having a job. Since only 2 male youth were
married in the sample I did not include this variable.
"Family income is net of youth's earnings.
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Table 5.8
Definition of Variables
Personal Characteristics
Age of youth in years
Enrolled in school (1=enrolled)
Youth high school dropout (1=dropout)
Youth has high school degree (1=graduate)
Youth has child (1=child)
Family Background
Youth lives in one-parent -- female-headed household (1=yes)
Youth lives in two-parent -- at least two adults (1=yes)
Family Income (reference category) 2$25,000 and < $75,000
Family Income > $0 and <$25,000 (1=yes)
Family Income k $75,000 (1=yes)
Location
Residence in District of Columbia (1=yes)
Residence in Prince George's (1=yes)
Residence in Inner Beltway of Prince George's (1=yes)
Residence in Outer Beltway of Prince George's (1=yes)
exception is jobless young white males in DC, whose family income is, on average, higher than
that of their employed counterparts. Since their school enrollment mean , .64, is higher than that
of their employed counterparts, many of these jobless youth probably engage in other nonwork
activities that tend to pull them out of the labor force. The employed are, on average, less likely
to come from a female headed household, except for young white males in DC, and are less likely
to have a child, except for Latino's in Prince George's.
A comparison of each racial/ethnic group in DC and Prince George's shows that employed
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Table 5.9
Personal and Family Background Means for Employed and Jobless, by Race and Residential Location: 1990
White
Age Sch. Enroll. H.S. Dropout H.S. Degree Family Inc. Female Head Child
DC (median)
Employed 18.6 .64 .10 .25 $45,121 .09 .10
(1.5) (.35) (.22) (.43) (60,251) (.28) (.13)
Jobless 18.2 .75 .11 .14 $55,723 .03 .11
(1.4) (.23) (.24) (.31) (69,211) (.16) (.13)
PRIN. GEOR.
Employed 18.8 .59 .19 .24 $46,000 .05 .09
(1.7) (.50) (.39) (.50) (40,773) (.22) (.14)
Jobless 17.4 .69 .11 .18 $41,975 .09 .11
(1.3) (.38) (.31) (.37) (43,657) (.28) (.16)
Black
DC
Employed 19.2 .52 .30 .18 $33,606 .08 .12
(1.6) (.45) (.47) (.36) (28,008) (.28) (.16)
Jobless 18.0 .55 .30 .16 $21,248 .15 .16
(1.6) (.49) (.47) (.32) (30,655) (.31) (.15)
PRIN. GEOR.
Employed 18.9 .54 .19 .27 $50,400 .09 .11
(1.6) (.49) (.36) (.43) (30,866) (.29) (.14)
Jobless 17.5 .66 .13 .21 $44,610 .15 .14
(1.4) (.41) (.30) (.43) (28,381) (.36) (.16)
Latino
DC
Employed 19.0 .33 .48 .19 $26,000 .06 .14
(1.4) (.46) (..50) (.34) (28,326) (.23) (.18)
Jobless 18.7 .55 .31 .14 $12,000 .08 .16
(1.7) (.50) (.47) (.30) (32,738) (.27) (.21)
PRIN. GEOR
Employed 19.1 .35 .40 .25 $37,166 .05 .17
(1.6) (.46) (.49) (.49) (34,227) (.21) (.20)
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Table 5.9
Personal and Family Background Means for Employed and Jobless, by Race and Residential Location: 1990
White
Age Sch. Enroll. H.S. Dropout H.S. Degree Family Inc. Female Head Child
Jobless 17.5 .65 .17 .18 $45,860 .09 .13
(1.4) (.41) (.33) (.39) (30,519) (.29) (.16)
or jobless young white males are more likely to be enrolled in school, more likely to have a high
school degree, and more likely to have higher family incomes than either employed or jobless
young black or Latino males. These differences are likely to contribute to the racial/ethnic
differences in labor market outcomes that we saw in table 5.7.
The means and standard deviations of the variables in the models are provided in table
5.10. Young white males across DC and Prince George's are more likely to be enrolled in school,
to have a high school degree, are more likely to have family income in the highest income
category, and are more likely to live in Prince George's than their black or Latino counterparts.
However, they are less likely than their black or Latino counterparts to live in the "inner beltway"
portion of the county. Young white males are less likely to have a child and less likely to come
from a female headed household than their black or Latino counterparts. Thus, in addition to
young white males being more concentrated in Prince George's, where job access is superior to
that of DC, a key factor that can also contribute to creating the racial/ethnic employment gap in
the DC metropolitan area include young white males having more education. Even though young
white males have higher family incomes, its effect on their employment rate and in closing or
widening the racial/ethnic employment gap in the metropolitan area is ambiguous. Families with
high income create better job opportunities for other family members (Cain and Finnie, 1990).
221
Table 5.10
Means (Standard Deviations) for Residential Location Equations
White Black Latino
Variable Total PG DC Total PG DC Total PG DC
Employed
Age
Enrlld. Sch.
H.S. Dropout
H.S. Degree
Child
Female Head
(FHH11)
Two Parent
(TPH)
Family Income
($0 - <$25,000)
Family Income
( $25,000 - <$75,000)
Family Income
(-$75,000)
.60 .68 .50 .44 .49 .40 .50 .54 .48
(.50) (.48) (.46) (.49) (.50) (.48) (.50) (.50) (.50)
18.2 18.3 18.1 18.3 18.2 18.4 18.6 18.3 19.0
(1.7) (1.7) (1.4) (1.7) (1.7) (1.7) (1.7) (1.7) (1.6)
.67 .63 .75 .58 .62 .54 .50 .56 .44
(.47) (.49) (.29) (.49) (.49) (.50) (.50) (.50) (.50)
.14 .14 .13 .22 .14 .30 .32 .25 .40
(.35) (.37) (.22) (.41) (.34) (.46) (.47) (.49) (.49)
.18 .23 .12 .20 .24 .16 .18 .19 .17
(.39) (.37) (.22) (.40) (.43) (.37) (.38) (.40) (.37)
.10 .09 .11 .12 .11 .14 .15 .15 .15
(.13) (.14) (.11) (.15) (.15) (.16) (.17) (.17) (.16)
.06 .07 .05 .15 .13 .18 .07 .07 .06
(.24) (.25) (.22) (.36) (.33) (.39) (.25) (.25) (.25)
.94 .93 .95 .85 .87 .82 .93 .93 .94
(.50) (.50) (.50) (.49) (.50) (.43) (.50) (.50) (.49)
.26 .18 .54 .34 .21 .45 .32 .18 .47
(.39) (35) (.50) (.40) (.39) (.43) (.43) (.40) (.44)
.45 .54 .14 .54 .60 .49 .52 .60 .43
(.50) (.50) (.34) (.50) (.49) (.50) (.50) (.49) (.50)
.29 .28 .32 .12 .19 .06 .16 .22 .10
(.45) (.45) (.47) (.33) (.39) (.24) (.37) (.41) (.30)
Dist. of Columbia
(DC)
Prince George's
(PG)
Inner Beltway
(PGIB)
Outer Beltway
(PGOB)
.20
(.40)
.80
(.40)
.30 .37
(.46) (.48)
.50 .63
(.50) (.48)
-- -- .52
(.50)
-- -- .48
(.50)
-- .35 .72
(.48) (.45)
-- .14 .28
(.34) (.45)
-- -- .47
(.50
-- -- .53
(.50)
-- .38 .72
(.49) (.45)
-- .15 .28
(.36) (.45)
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However, since the dataset includes those in-school, families with high income may influence or
require that their children participate in nonwork activities such as after-school sports, which
would have the effect of decreasing their participation in the labor force and lowering their
employment rate.
Model Results
The model results from equation (1) are shown in table 5.11." Model 1 shows the effect
of a Prince George's (PG) residential location on employment, while model 2 shows the effect of
location within PG, i.e., "inner" (PGIB) vs. "outer" (PGOB) beltway, on employment. In these
models, I interacted the educational variables with the residential location variables because I
assumed that the effect of education on employment varied in the different residential areas. That
is, I assumed that employers in the PGDC area may value a high school degree from, or a student
who attends a PG school, more than a degree from or a student who goes to a DC school. Also,
even within PG, employers may value an education more from an "outer beltway" rather than an
"inner beltway" school because the "outer beltway" houses wealthier residents, which usually
implies better schools. Of course, in order to make this assumption and since the census has no
data on schools, I must also assume that youth went to schools in the areas that they live.
Because few youth in the sample have moved from 1985 to 1990 to PG or DC, I feel this is an
* 1 ran both OLS and logit regression methods for equations (1). Logit methods are
appropriate for dichotomous dependent variables (Berndt, 1991). However, Stoker (1986) has
shown that ordinary least squares may be more appropriate in a broad variety of circumstances.
Since there were no differences between the results of the two procedures, I only show the OLS
results because they have a more direct interpretation.
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fair assumption." I also assume that youth are more likely to work in their residential area. For
comparison, I ran these models without the interactions, assuming that the education variables'
slopes were the same in each residential area. The results of these models are in the appendix,
table A5.2. These results have a different interpretation and I will refer to them in this section
where appropriate.
The results from model 1 show that, in general, a residential location in PG is a significant
factor in young white and black, but not Latino, males' likelihood of having a job for every
education category, controlling for relevant personal and family background characteristics, in the
PGDC area. The exceptions are enrolled in school in PG for both young black and Latino males,
as this variable is not significant for these groups. Given that the reference variable for these
interacted variables is enrolled-in-school in DC, the significance of the enrolled-in-school in PG
variable for whites is interesting, particularly since enrolled-in-school young white males in DC
have a higher employment rate than either their black or Latino counterparts (see table 5.4).
Since these variables are significant for whites and because more of young white males live in PG
than either their black or Latino counterparts, it appears as though young white males' greater
residential concentration in PG may explain the racial/ethnic employment rate differences across
the PGDC area as the spatial mismatch hypothesis suggests. Nonetheless, it is clear that a
residential location in PG matters greatly for young white males, and matters somewhat for young
black and Latino males in obtaining employment, controlling for educational levels and other
relevant variables.
"Less than 15 percent of the sample moved to PG or DC from another area since 1985.
However, the census has no information on whether people moved to these areas after 1985 and
before 1990. -
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Table 5.11
Pooled Employment Equations Across Residential Location for Young White, Black, and Latino Males
(standard errors in parentheses)
White Black Latino
Variable
Constant
Age
Child
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
-.975** -1.023** -1.302*** -1.293*** -.703
(.356) (.359) (.218) (.204) (.466)
.076*** .079*** .095*** .094*** .059**
(.021) (.021) (.012) (.012) (.027)
-.069
(.071)
FHH x Fam. Inc.
($0-<$25,000)
TPH x Fam. Inc.
($0 - <$25,000)
Family Income
(> $75,000)
H.S. Dropout x DC
H.S. Degree x DC
Enrlld. Sch. x PG
H.S. Dropout x PG
H.S. Degree x PG
Enrlld. Sch. x PGIB
H.S. Dropout x PGIB
H.S. Degree x PGIB
Enrlld. Sch. x PGOB
H.S. Dropout x PGOB
-.063
(.071)
-.070
(.051)
-.397*** -.401*** -.090*
(.163) (.163) (.052)
-. 130**
(.060)
-.020
(.049)
.077
(.206)
.225
(.229)
.227***
(.060)
.308***
(.078)
.482***
(.080)
-. 123**
(.061)
-.026
(.050)
.071
(.206)
.214
(.230)
-.071
(.051)
-.091*
(.052)
-.011
(.107)
.101
(.248)
-. 180*** -.178*** -.073
(.032) (.032) (.076)
-.039
(.040)
.004
(.043)
-.033 -
(.040)
.005
(.043)
.196*** .198***
(.055) (.055)
.044
(.034)
.127**
(.057)
.323***
(.050)
.168**
(.071)
.342***
(.098)
.478***
(.104)
.268***
(.065)
.272**
(.097)
-.034
(.090)
.236**
(.101)
.238*
(.136)
.027
(.098)
.332***
(.113)
.317***
(.125)
.053
(.046)
-.605
(.468)
.053**
(.027)
.005
(.108)
.095
(.248)
-.077
(.077)
-.069
(.093)
.235**
(.101)
.241 *
(.135)
-.005
(.105)
.344***
(.116)
.171***
(.063)
.352***
(.053)
.023
(.049)
-.021
(.107)
.189
(.144)
.090
(.138)
.165
(.342)
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Table 5.11
Pooled Employment Equations Across Residential Location for Young White, Black, and Latino Males
(standard errors in parentheses)
White Black Latino
Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model I Model 2
H.S. Degree x PGOB .478*** .232*** --- .567***
(.089) (.087) (.186)
Adj. R2  .210 .214 .207 .210 .153 .168
Standard Error .446 .446 .438 .438 .472 .471
N 725 725 1,360 1,360 394 394
Although the interacted education-residential location variables are, in general, significant
and positive in the employment rate equations for young white, black, and Latino males, their
effect on having a job, in general, is much stronger for young white than it is for either young
black or Latino males. The one exception is young Latino male high school dropouts in PG
whose employment advantage over their enrolled-in-school in DC counterparts is slightly greater
than that of whites. This suggests that young black, and to a certain extent Latino, males may not
be treated the same way as whites in PG's labor markets and may explain why their relative labor
market status to whites is worse in PG than in DC.
Note that the significant education-residential location interacted variables for PG are
stronger in magnitude than the ones in DC for young black and Latino males, while the ones for
young whites in DC are not significant. For black and Latino males, this suggests that both the
lack ofjobs in DC and the value of a PG education to employers may explain their greater
likelihood of having a job in PG than in DC. Since young, out-of-school white males in DC,
either with or without their high school degree, are no more likely to hold a job than their
enrolled-in-school counterparts suggests that young white males in DC of any education level
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have little difficulty in getting jobs since their employment rates are much higher than those of
blacks and Latinos in DC. Out-of -school, young black males in DC do not have an employment
advantage over their enrolled-in-school counterparts. Table 5.4 shows that their employment rate
is lower than that of any other out-of-school group in either residential area. These results
suggest that either inner-city young black males are the hardest to employ, or, as Neckerman and
Kirschenman (1991) note, they may be the least preferred workers to employers. That is, if DC
employers engage in statistical discrimination in hiring, they may weigh receipt of a high school
degree more heavily for young black males, who they view as having "uncertain productivities,"
than for young white males, who they view as having more "certain productivities." Young black
males, then, are "penalized" in the labor market by employers more than comparable young white
males if they do not possess a high school degree."
Note that high school dropouts have an employment advantage over their enrolled-in-
school counterparts, which is likely the result of more enrolled-in-school members being out-of-
the-labor-force than their high school drop out counterparts. Also note that high school degree
holders have an employment advantage over their counterparts without degrees, as one should
expect.
Other significant factors that are associated with an employment advantage include age.
Young white, black, and Latino males' employment advantage increase as these youth get older.
It is likely that since many younger teenagers are enrolled-in-school they are less likely to be in the
"Table A5.2 in the appendix shows that a PG residential location is significantly related to
young white and black, but not Latino, males' employment opportunities, as the spatial mismatch
suggests. However, the magnitude of young whites' PG coefficient is nearly three times as that of
young blacks, suggesting that young blacks ability to get jobs in the best of situations is
compromised by differential treatment.
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labor force and work than their older out-of-school counterparts. Since school enrollment is
controlled for in these models this is an unlikely explanation for the significance of age on
employment. The significance of age on employment also suggests that older or more mature
youth may be more likely to hold or get a job. The age difference of youth in the dataset is only
five years, and this difference may not be large enough for sharp maturation differences to be
noticed. A more likely scenario is that the significance of age on employment is generated by
employers avoidance of hiring young teenagers and, conversely, their preference of hiring older
youth, because they view they former as unreliable and unstable.
Family income levels also effect youth's ability to get jobs. Table 5.5 showed that both
low and high family income were negatively associated with having a job, particularly for young
white males. Accordingly, I split the family income measure into three variables representing low,
moderate, and high family income levels." In addition, I interacted the low family income variable
with female headed household and two parent household status to compare the effect of these
household types on youth employment. Youth in female headed households generally suffer from
a one earner, low-income household and not necessarily from family dysfunction. Low income
households may have a negative effect on youth employment because they may have fewer job
contacts than families with more income. On the other hand, youth in female headed households
may feel more compelled to work to help in the household than youth in other family structures
with low income.
"I also ran equation (1) with the natural log of family income. This variable was
significant and positive in each model for both equations. However, in both models of equation
(1) the magnitude of the natural log family income coefficient was much stronger for young black
and Latino males. Nonetheless, the use of a natural log family income variable did not change any
of the model's results.
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The results in table 5.11 show that family income does not have a significant effect on
young Latino males' employment, and that high family income does not have a significant effect
on all groups' employment. Both the interacted low family income variables have a significant,
negative effect on employment for young white and black males. These results imply that the
effect of low income in limiting job opportunities for young people as a result of fewer job
contacts applies equally to female headed or two parent households. However, the negative effect
of low income female headed households on young white males' employment is stronger than that
of their young black male counterparts, while the negative effect of low income two parent
households on employment is stronger for young black than for young white males. These results
suggest that the limited job contact role of low family income in female headed households is
much stronger in the case of young white males than the increased work effort role of these youth
in female headed households on employment. While this is also true for young black males, the
smaller negative coefficient on this variable implies that the increased work effort to help in the
household is much stronger for young black than it is for young white males. The greater
magnitude of blacks' negative two parent household low income coefficient in relation to that of
whites suggests that the limited job contact role in reducing youth's employment opportunities is
more prevalent for blacks.
Model 2 includes location identifiers for the "inner beltway" and "outer beltway" part of
Prince George's."' Since all of the other control variables remain virtually the same in model 2 as
56 Prince George's county is made up of seven PUMA groups, four of which make up the
"inner beltway" portion of the county and three of which make up the "outer beltway" portion of
the county. However, two of the four "inner beltway" PUMA crosses over slightly into the "outer
beltway" portion. So, at best, these identifiers are crude, but do provide enough information to
conduct the experiment.
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in model 1, I will concentrate on the interacted residence-education variables. As I stated earlier
in the text, a majority of PG's jobs are located and job growth has occurred in the "inner beltway"
portion of the county. It is reasonable to expect, then, that young white, black, and Latino males
should be better off with respect to access to employment living in the "inner beltway" as
oppossed to the "outer beltway" of PG. Model 2 shows that young white males living in the
"inner beltway" portion of PG have an advantage of getting a job compared to their enrolled-in-
school DC counterparts in every educational category, while only out-of-school, with or without
a high school degree, young black males in PGIB have an advantage of getting a job compared to
their enrolled-in-school DC counterparts. Only young Latino males who are high school dropouts
in PG have an advantage over their enrolled-in-school DC counterparts. For these groups, then,
the combination ofjob concentration and schooling quality in PGIB leads to increased
employment opportunities. However, it is clear that the employment opportunities are better for
young white males then either young black or Latino males since all of their educational
coefficients are significant and their magnitude is greater, or as great, as the other groups'
significant variables.
The "outer beltway" of PG is much more rural and residential than the "inner beltway."
Given this context, the results of the PGOB interacted variables are interesting. While young
white males in PGOB enjoy an employment advantage over their enrolled-in-school DC
counterparts, only young black and Latino males in PGOB with high school degrees enjoy an
employment advantage over their enrolled-in-school DC counterparts. This suggests that where
there are few jobs in the suburbs, employers may be more inclined to hire young white males at
any educational level rather than young black or Latino males without high school degrees or who
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are still in-school. Employers appear to hire young black and Latino males only when they
possess a high school degree, or when they have concrete "information" on these workers
productivities. But like the results in DC, the flip-side of this story is that out-of-school, young
black, and in this case young Latino, males without a high school degree are penalized in the
PGOB labor market while their white male counterparts are not. These results suggest that young
white males appear to have less difficulty than young black or Latino males in attaining
employment irrespective of their residential location or the availability ofjobs in that location, and
their education level.
The following analysis of model 2's results in table 5.11 show that residential location, or a
suburban location with jobs, does matter in increasing the employment opportunities of young
white, black, and Latino males. However, the analysis also suggests that the opportunities appear
greater for whites than for either blacks or Latinos. The spatial mismatch suggests that young
white males higher employment rate than comparable blacks or Latinos in the PGDC area results
from their greater concentration in the suburbs where jobs are located. Their higher employment
rate, given this analysis, could also result from whites' preferential treatment by employers and
whites' greater stock of educational attainment in the suburbs. This next section attempts to sort
out this relative importance of race/ethnicity and space as determinants of whites higher
employment rate in the PGDC area."
"In both models, I also included a dummy variable indicating whether or not the youth
used private transportation to work, i.e., cars, motorcycles, or trucks, as opposed to public
transportation. This variable was positive, highly significant, and had a coefficient of
approximately .70 for each youth group in both models. Although the magnitude of the interacted
residential location-education variables became smaller with the introduction of this variable, the
residential location-education variables for the most part remained significant and young white
males' coefficients on these variables remained larger than those of blacks and Latinos. 44, 21,
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Decomposition of Model Results
One way to test for the relative importance of space and race as contributors to the
racial/ethnic employment differential in the PGDC area is to decompose the racial/ethnic gap in
the dependent variable, i.e., employed, of equation (1) in table 5.11 following Oaxaca (1973) and
Blinder (1973). Given this method, the racial/ethnic employment gap can be decomposed into
differences attributable to the coefficients and differences attributable to the mean values of the
variables. The coefficients represent labor market treatment, and the mean values of the variables
represent endowments of the different racial/ethnic groups. If we use the case of blacks and
whites, for example, the racial employment rate differential (E' - EB), or .16, can be decomposed
as follows:
(Ew - E-8) - (Bow - BO) + B ( 5 - P78) + P(,W(5-5,) (2)
where W and B refer to the whtie and black samples, respectively, Bo refers to the constant term,
X refers to the sample means, and P refers to the jth variable's coefficient. The first term on the
right side of the equation is the portion of the racial gap attributable to differences in the constant
terms. This represents differences in treatment (race/ethnicity) that are unexplained by the
variables used in the regression. The second term also represents differences in treatment
and 28 percent of young whites, blacks, and Latinos, respectively, used private transportation to
work. This suggests that part of the employment rate differences between whites and blacks, and
whites and Latinos is attributable to whites having more access to private transportation. I did
not report this variable, however, because of the simultaneity involved in using this variable in an
employment equation. That is, although private transportation may increase one's access to work
by reducing travel time, one can only buy a private motor vehicle if one has steady work. Thus,
the fact that more whites have access to private transportation than blacks or Latinos may simply
reflect whites' easier ability to get jobs. Any employment equation that uses private transportation
as an explanatory variable, then, must control for its simultaneity.
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(race/ethnicity); in this case it tells us how much of the gap is due to the differences in the black
and white coefficients. The third term tells how much of the gap is due to differences in the racial
means of the variables (or differences in endowments).
Table 5.12 and table 5.13 show the results of this decomposition method on the black-
white and Latino-white employment rate difference, respectively, in the PGDC area. Table 5.12
shows that the most important sources of the overall black-white gap are age and residential
location in PGOB for every education level. Since a larger share of the black sample lives in
PGIB than the comparable white sample, and because this area is where the majority of jobs are
located in PG, we should expect to find blacks making up employment ground in relation to
whites. However, the interacted variables for PGIB show that although blacks do have a slight
endowment advantage, the treatment of blacks in this area effectively wipes out any of these
advantages on employment. The one exception is those with a high school degree in PGIB.
However, blacks total advantage in this category is slight and reduces very little of the black-
white employment gap. This result casts serious doubt on the spatial mismatch hypothesis as an
explanation of racial employment differences.
The results for the PGOB interacted variables are interesting as well, particularly since
there are fewer jobs and less job growth in this part of the county. Young white males
endowment advantage in PGOB for every educational category explains much more of the racial
employment difference, according to this method, than does treatment of blacks. Since there are
fewer jobs in this part of the county, white employment gains in this area are generated more by
their human capital stock than by their easier job accessibility. However, the combined effect of
this endowment advantage of whites and the negative treatment of blacks in this area contribute
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the most to the racial employment gap." This interpretation must be taken cautiously, though,
Variable
Age
Child
FHH x Fam. Inc.
TPH x Fam. Inc.
Family Income
H.S. Dropout x DC
H.S. Degree x DC
Enrlld. Sch. x PGIB
H.S. Dropout x PGIB
H.S. Degree x PGIB
Enrlld. Sch. x PGOB
H.S. Dropout x PGOB
H.S. Degree x PGOB
B." - B. B
Table 5.12
Decomposition of Black-White Racial Employment Rate Difference
(based on Model 2's results from table 5.11)
Attributable to Attributable to
Treatment Endowments
XW X X(Bw - BB) Bw(X - Xb)
18.2 18.3 -.2745 -.0079
.100 .120 .0010 .0013
.017 .078 -.0242 .0245
.237 .257 .0141 .0025
.291 .123 .0009 -.0044
.010 .154 .0102 -.0102
.008 .084 .0013 -.0163
.170 .205 .0236 -.0059
.063 .051 .0087 .0041
.063 .093 .0117 -.0143
.321 .097 .0238 .0600
.071 .015 .0044 .0152
.111 .025 .0062 .0411
-.1928 .0834
.2700
.0772
Note: A negative sign is favorable to blacks.
since the interacted variables Enrlld. Sch. x PGOB and H.S. Dropout x PGOB are not significant
in the black equation. Since they are not significant, it is unlikely that if blacks' endowments for
"In table A5.2 in the appendix, model 2, where the educational variables are not interacted
with residence, the decomposition shows that in PGIB blacks have a .01 endowment advantage,but a .04 treatment disadvantage. In PGOB, blacks have a .09 endowment disadvantage, and a
.03 treatment disadvantage.
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Total
-.2824
.0023
.003
.0166
-.0035
0
-.0150
.0177
.0128
-.0026
.0838
.0196
.0473
these variables were made equal to those of whites any of the racial/ethnic employment gap would
be eliminated.
Both the treatment and endowments of age are favorable to blacks. However, the result
of age is difficult to interpret. If employers prefer older workers, especially for blacks, then the
gap attributable to treatment for blacks would actually be interpreted as unfavorable treatment
towards blacks.
Overall, the results show that slightly more of the racial gap in employment is due to
differences in endowment than in treatment. In fact, 48 percent of the white-black employment
rate difference can be explained by differential treatment of blacks and whites in the PGDC area,
while 52 percent of this difference can be explained by endowment differences by blacks and
whites. This suggest that race in the PGDC area is just as important as the combined effect of
residential location and other control variables, such as education, in generating racial/ethnic
employment differences. According to this method, if blacks kept their same equation structure,
but their endowments were made equal to those of whites, their employment would be about 8
percentage points higher in the PGDC area. If they kept the same endowments but faced the
white equation structure (treatment), their employment would be 8 percentage points higher as
well. As stated earlier, this treatment effect may be understated if employers prefer older rather
than younger youth.
Table 5.13 shows that, like the black-white employment differences, the most important
sources of the Latino-white employment gap of 11 percentage points are age and the combined
effect of residence and education. A slightly larger share of the Latino sample lives in PGIB than
comparable whites, and because this area is where the majority ofjobs are in PG we should expect
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Variable
Age
Child
FHH x Fam. Inc.
TPH x Fam. Inc.
Family Income
H.S. Dropout x DC
H.S. Degree x DC
Enrlld. Sch. x PGIB
H.S. Dropout x PGIB
H.S. Degree x PGIB
Enrlld. Sch. x PGOB
H.S. Dropout x PGOB
H.S. Degree x PGOB
B." - B 0 L
Note: A negative sign is favorable to Latinos.
to find Latinos make up some employment ground in relation to whites. However, the interacted
variables for PGIB show that although Latinos do have a slight endowment advantage, the
treatment of Latinos in this area is stronger than the endowment advantage. The one exception is
for those without a high school degree in PGIB. These results are similar to the ones for blacks in
this area and they also cast serious doubt on the spatial mismatch hypothesis as an explanation of
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Table 5.13
Decomposition of Latino-White Ethnic Employment Rate Difference
(based on Model 2's results from table 5.11)
Attributable to Attributable to
Treatment Endowments
XW XV XV(B, - BL.) Bw(Xw - XV)
18.2 18.6 .4836 -.0316
.100 .150 -.0102 .0032
.017 .018 -.0089 .0004
.237 .303 -.0139 .0081
.291 .162 .0070 -.0034
.010 .189 -.0310 -.0127
.008 .079 -.0021 -.0152
.170 .189 .0327 -.0032
.063 .123 -.0002 -.0205
.063 .066 .0191 -.0014
.321 .105 .0187 .0580
.071 .009 .0010 .0169
.111 .035 -.0031 .0363
.4927 .0349
-.4180
.0747
Total
.4520
-.0070
-.0085
-.0058
.0036
-.0437
-.0173
.0295
-.0207
.0177
.0767
.0179
.0332
racial/ethnic employment differences. Again, the interpretation of these decompositions results,
particularly for the endowment side, must be taken cautiously since the variables Enrlld. Sch. x
PGIB and H.S. Degree x PGIB are not significant in the Latino equation.
Like the case of blacks, much more of the Latino-white employment differential is due to
whites' clear endowment advantage in PGOB. Again, these results are interesting because there
are fewer jobs and less job growth in this part of the county. Young white males endowment
advantage in PGOB for every educational category explains much more of the racial employment
difference, according to this method, than does the treatment of Latinos. Since there are fewer
jobs in this part of the county white employment gains in this area are more likely to be generated
by their human capital stock than by their easier job accessibility. Once again, this interpretation
must be taken cautiously since the interacted variables Enrlld. Sch. x PGOB and H.S. Dropout x
PGOB are not significant in the Latino equation. As in the case of blacks, since they are not
significant, it is unlikely that if Latino's endowments for these variables were made equal to those
of whites that any of the racial/ethnic employment gap would be eliminated."
Note that Latino high school dropouts in DC receive both favorable treatment and have an
endowment advantage over their white counterparts. These factors, in fact, lower the
racial/ethnic employment gap between these two groups. The greater demand for Latino low-skill
workers, particularly Mexican and central American immigrants, in the inner-city is a likely cause
of these favorable results for Latinos (Newman, 1990).
59In table A5.2 in the appendix, model 2, where the educational variables are not interacted
with residence, the decomposition shows that in PGIB Latinos have a .02 endowment advantage,
but a .07 treatment disadvantage. In PGOB, Latinos have a .09 endowment disadvantage, and a
.01 treatment disadvantage.
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While the treatment of age is unfavorable to Latinos, they have a slight endowment
advantage in age over their white counterparts. Like the case of blacks, this result is difficult to
interpret. Again, if employers prefer older workers, then the gap attributable to treatment for
Latinos can be actually interpreted as more favorable, rather than unfavorable, treatment towards
Latinos, since the magnitude of their age coefficient is smaller than that of whites. If this is true,
then the unfavorable treatment of Latinos in relation to whites in the PGDC area will be
overstated.
Overall, the results show that more of the racial/ethnic gap in employment is due to
differences in treatment than endowment. In fact, 68 percent of the white-Latino employment
rate difference can be explained by differential treatment of Latinos and whites in the PGDC area,
while 32 percent of this difference can be explained by endowment differences by Latinos and
whites. This suggests that race/ethnicity in the PGDC area is more important than the combined
effect of space and other control variables such as education in generating racial/ethnic
employment differences. If Latinos kept the same equation structure, but their endowments were
made equal to whites, their employment would be about 3 percentage points higher. If they kept
the same endowments but faced the white equation structure (treatment), their employment would
be 7 percentage points higher. As stated earlier, this treatment effect may be overstated if
employers prefer older rather than younger youth.
The following decomposition analysis shows that race/ethnicity is important in the PGDC
area. In addition, race/ethnicity is as important in the case of blacks and more important in the
case of Latinos than differences in endowments between these groups and whites in explaining
racial/ethnic employment differences in the PGDC area. I not only argued in this thesis that
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race/ethnicity may be as important as space in metropolitan areas as a determinant of racial/ethnic
employment differences, I also argued that the effect of race/ethnicity in suburban labor markets
might also confound the importance of having a suburban residential location in improving blacks'
and Latinos labor market outcomes in metropolitan areas. In this next section, I examine the
relative importance of race and "space" in Prince George's to examine this argument in detail.
Table 5.14 shows the contribution of residence and treatment in Prince George's to the
racial/ethnic employment rate differences in the PGDC area. The figures under the racial/ethnic
employment rate difference column were determined by adding the treatment and endowment
effects of the residential location-education interacted variables for Prince George's given in the
decomposition analysis found in tables 5.12 and 5.13.
I also include the results of a partial decomposition analysis of these same variables
comparison. Given this method, in the case of blacks for example, to estimate the endowment
effect, whites are placed in the black world (endowments), or, more specifically, whites' interacted
Prince George's-education variable means (endowments) are placed in the black, interacted
residential location-education coefficients (table 5.11):
E- i, b .Y+B CB!PG (3)
where B and W refer to the black and white samples, repectively. On the other hand, for the
treatment effect, this method places blacks in the white world (treatment), or places blacks'
interacted Prince George's-education variable means in the white, interacted residential location-
education coefficients.
The first row of the table shows the actual white-black and white-Latino employment rate
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Table 5.14
Contribution of Prince George's Residential Location to Racial/Ethnic Employment Rate Differential
(based on Model's 2 results from table 5.11)
Method White-Black Emp. % of Emp. Rate White-Latino % of Emp. Rate
Rate Diff. Gap Explained Emp. Rate Diff. Gap Explained
.16 .11
Oaxaca and Blinder
PG
Endowment .06 63 .02 81
Treatment .08 50 .04 63
PGIB
Endowment .18 -13 .14 -27
Treatment .12 25 .06 64
PGOB
Endowment .04 75 0 100
Treatment .13 19 .09 18
Partial Decomposition
PG
Groups own coefficients and .10 38 -.03 127
white means, Endowment
White own coefficients and .02 88 -.04 136
Groups means, Treatment
PGIB
Endowment .13 19 .08 27
Treatment .06 63 .01 91
PGOB
Endowment .13 19 .01 91
Treatment 
.12 25 .06 45
differences of .16 and .11, respectively, in the PGDC area. Given the Oaxaca and Blinder
method, if blacks and Latinos were given the same endowments as whites for the interacted
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residential location-education variables in PG, the racial/ethnic employment rate differences would
decrease to .06 and .02, respectively. This endowment difference between whites' and blacks'
interacted PG-education variables explains 63 and 81 percent of the white-black and white-Latino
employment rate gap, respectively, in the PGDC area. It is clear, then, that the combined effect of
living in the suburbs with job availability and going to PG schools does indeed matter and that
whites' bigger endowment in these factors widens the racial/ethnic employment rate differences as
the spatial mismatch suggests. On the other hand, if blacks and Latinos were treated the same as
whites in PG, the racial/ethnic employment rate differences would decrease to .08 and .04,
respectively. This treatment effect explains 50 and 63 percent of the white-black and white-
Latino employment rate gap, rrespectively, in the PGDC area. It is also clear, then, that
race/ethnicity is important, and that the negative treatment of blacks and Latinos in PG's labor
markets causes black and Latinos to fall further behind their white counterparts in labor market
outcomes in the suburbs as compared to the central city.
The table also shows that under the Oaxaca and Blinder method the treatment of blacks
and Latinos in PGIB is more important than the endowment effect, and the endowment effect in
PGOB is more important than the treatment effect in explaining the racial/ethnic difference in
employment in the PGDC area. As noted earlier, these results are interesting since one should
expect blacks and Latinos in PGIB to be equally as well off as or better off than their white
counterparts in employment since a higher concentration of blacks and Latinos in the PGDC area
live in PGIB relative to their white counterparts, since a greater proportion of blacks and Latinos
in the PGDC area live in PGIB with high school degrees than their white counterparts, and since
PGIB contains the majority of the county's jobs.
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The results of the partial decomposition method show that the treatment effect is much
more important than the endowment effect in the residential-education interacted variables in PG,
and its two sub-areas, and explains more of the racial/ethnic employment rate differences in the
PGDC area. If blacks were treated in the same way as whites in PG's labor market, the white-
black employment rate in the PGDC area would fall to .02. This treatment effect in PG explains
88 percent of this employment rate difference. On the other hand, if blacks had the same
residential location-education endowments in PG as whites, the racial employment rate difference
would fall to .10, and this effect would only explain 38 percent of the employment difference
between these groups in the PGDC area. In the case of Latinos, if they were treated in the same
way as whites in PG's labor market, the white-Latino employment rate in the PGDC area would
disappear and Latinos' employment rate would be 3 percentage points higher than whites. At the
same time, if Latinos had the same residential location-education endowments in PG as whites,
the racial employment rate difference would also disappear.
The fact that the treatment effect is much stronger than the endowment effect in the partial
decomposition method than in the Oaxaca and Blinder method is primarily due to the fact that
racial/ethnic groups means and coefficients are differenced in the Oaxaca and Blinder
decomposition method, while they are not in partial method. It is not clear to me which of these
methods is more accurate. However, it would not be unreasonable to conclude that the true
endowment (space) and treatment (race/ethnicity) effects may fall somewhere in between these
two methods. If this is true, then it is very likely that the treatment effect is not just as important,
but more important than the endowment effect.
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DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION
I have explored the labor market outcomes of young white, black and Latino males in the
District of Columbia and Prince George's county, Maryland. The results of this chapter, like those
of the previous chapters, do not fully accept the spatial mismatch hypothesis as an explanation of
whites better labor market outcomes in the PGDC area. Although residential location in Prince
George's does in fact improve youth's employment rates, whites benefit more than blacks or
Latinos by having a Prince George's residence. Given that labor market opportunities appear to
be better in Prince George's than in DC, it is not surprising that young males labor market
outcomes in Prince George's are better than those of their DC counterparts, as the spatial
mismatch hypothesis suggests. However, the differences in labor matket outcomes between the
two areas are more striking for young white than either young black or Latino males, suggesting
that young white males benefit more from a suburban residential location than do their young
black or Latino male counterparts. In fact, counter to what the spatial mismatch suggests, young
black and Latino males' measures of economic welfare are worse in relation to their white male
counterparts in Prince George's than in DC.
Part of this sharp racial/ethnic divergence in labor market outcomes in PG as compared to
DC stems from greater proportions of whites living in PGOB and who either go to, or attended,
with or with out a high school degree, PGOB schools than either their black or Latino
counterparts. These youth are more likely to do better in the labor market not only because of
their greater concentration of human capital stock in the "outer beltway" of Prince George's
(PGOB), particularly in high school degrees, but also because these schools may be perceived to
be better than others in the area by employers. But if this were true, we would also expect black
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and Latino youth do to well in PGOB labor markets since it is also assumed that they either go to
or attended PGOB schools as well. This is not the case, however, since only those black and
Latino youth with high school degrees in PGOB do better in the labor market than their DC
enrolled-in-school counterparts. What this suggests is that, as Kirschenman and Neckerman
(1991) point out, whites from the suburbs are the most preferred by employers and are most likely
to have or get jobs. But when black and Latino males are from the same distant suburbs, they are
not as likely to be hired as their white counterparts. They may need to provide concrete evidence
of their "credentials", such as a high school degree, because employers may be suspicious of black
and Latino males' productivity or trainability at the outset.
I have also found that race/ethnicity, or the way that blacks and Latinos are treated in the
PGDC area's labor markets in relation to their white counterparts, is important and accounts for
nearly 50 and 68 percent of the white-black and white-Latino employment rate differences,
respectively, in the PGDC area. Thus, the negative way in which blacks and Latinos are treated in
the PGDC labor markets explains as much as and more than the combined effect of endowment
differences in relevant personal, family background, and residential location characteristics
between these groups and whites.
Race/ethnicity is not only important in the PGDC area, its importance in PG's labor
markets confounds the importance of having a residential location in PG. While whites
endowment advantage in having a PG residence explains between 38 and 63 percent of the white-
black employment rate difference in PGDC and between 81 percent and all of the Latino-white
employment rate difference in PGDC, race/ethnicity explains between 50 and 88 percent of the
white-black employment rate difference and between 63 percent and all of the white-Latino
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employment rate difference in PGDC. Furthermore, the treatment effect is more important than
the endowment effect in PGIB than in PGOB for both blacks and Latinos, while the endowment
effect of the residential location-education variables are more important than the treatment effect
in PGOB than in PGIB. Since there are fewer job opportunities in PGOB than in PGIB, the latter
finding suggests that most of the endowment disadvantage of blacks and Latinos in PGOB stems
from the fact that there are fewer of these youth in PGOB with high school degree than whites.
Those with high school degrees tend to do better in the labor market than those without such
degrees.
The most interesting results are found in the "inner beltway" of Prince George's (PGB).
PGIB houses the majority of the counties jobs and has been responsible for most of the county's
job growth. In addition, a greater concentration of blacks live in this area. And, in the sample, a
greater proportion of blacks and Latinos with high school degrees live in this area in relation to
their white counterparts. The combination of these factors suggests that blacks and Latinos
should do as well as or better than their white counterparts in the labor market. However, the
decomposition results show that although blacks and Latinos, in general, do have an endowment
advantage over their white counterparts in PGIB for every education level, the treatment of blacks
and Latinos in this area effectively negated any employment advantages they may have had over
their white counterparts.
The story that emerges from these results are similar to that of Ellwood (1986). Ellwood
compared the labor market outcomes of out-of-school young black and white males in the West
side of Chicago. Although it appeared that these young blacks and whites had equal spatial
access to jobs in the West side, the labor market outcomes of young white males were superior to
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those of young blacks. Thus, Ellwood concluded with his famous euphemism, the problem "isn't
space. It's race."
Unlike Ellwood, I decomposed the residential location equations to determine the relative
importance of race and space, rather than accepting race as the dominant explanation of
racial/ethnic employment differences based on the empirical rejection of space. The
decomposition techniques did confirm that race/ethnicity was just as important as space in
explaining the racial/ethnic employment differences in PGIB.
These results shed interesting light on the demand side of Kain's third hypothesis. Kain
argued that the suburbanization ofjobs would probably reduce suburban employers' willingness to
hire black workers because many suburban firms feared that importing black workers into white
suburbs would offend white residents. Of course, when Kain presented this argument, i.e., the
1960s, there were relatively few blacks living in the suburbs. But Prince George's is a case in
point where blacks have managed to penetrate the suburbs in large numbers to the extent that they
represent a majority of the county. Kain also pointed out that because suburban employers might
not hire black workers on account of suburban consumer discrimination, and because residential
segregation limited blacks ability to move to the suburbs, central city employers may be more
willing to hire blacks in predominantly black areas. The case of Prince George's suggests that the
latter part of Kain's demand-side argument can be extended to the suburbs as well, so long as
blacks represent a large portion of the particular suburban population. Let us then examine this
more closely.
Young black and Latino males tend to do worse in the labor market relative to their white
counterparts in the "outer beltway" of PG as opposed to the "inner beltway" or DC. In fact, the
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black/white employment rate ratio is .80, .83, and .51 in DC, the "inner beltway" and the "outer
beltway" of PG. At the same time, in 1990, blacks made up 70 percent of DC's population, 64
percent of the "inner beltway" population, and 37.0 of the "outer beltway" population (U.S.
Census, 1994). What these figures suggest is that where there is a numerically dominant black
population, like DC where there are fewer job opportunities than PGIB, and like PGIB where
there are better job opportunities than DC or PGOB, blacks tend to do better relative to their
white counterparts than in areas where there is not a numerically dominant black population, like
PGOB. The success of blacks in the labor market not only hinges on the availability ofjobs where
blacks live, which is clearly the case of PGIB, but also on the concentration of blacks relative to
whites in an area. The consumer discrimination that Kain suggested occurred in the suburbs in
the 1960s and which prevented employers from hiring blacks, may be buffered by the presence of
blacks. However, we should still expect hostility and consumer discrimination to be stronger in
suburban areas that have fewer blacks.
In fact, this hypothesis is supported by recent research on hiring in the DC area using audit
analysis. Bendick, Jr., et al, (1994), using matched pairs of minority and white research assistants
posing as applicants for the same jobs in the Washington, DC labor market found that black
applicants were treated less favorably than their equally qualified white counterparts more than
one-fifth of the time and Latino applicants were treated less favorably than their equally qualified
white counterparts a little less than one-fifth of the time. In addition, in comparison to DC, this
mistreatment was a little more severe in the closer Maryland suburbs of DC and a lot more severe
in the farther Virginia suburbs where there are fewer blacks.
Most research suggests that as the percentage of blacks in an area rises the likelihood of
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whites having a job increases (Farley, 1987). In other words, this "white gains" hypothesis
suggests that whites become more preferred in hiring by employers as the number of blacks in the
area increases. The implication of this is that employers may be less likely to hire blacks because
they are uncertain about their characteristics. Given this theory, we should expect to find blacks
performing worse in the labor market relative to their white counterparts in DC and PGIB rather
than in PGOB, since the percentage of blacks in an area is greater in the former areas than the
latter.
There are two basic propositions that may explain why blacks do not perform worse in the
labor market relative to their white counterparts in PGIB and DC than in PGOB. First, the
"sheltered workplace hypothesis" suggests that blacks may not be penalized in hiring in certain
areas. According to this hypothesis, blacks encounter less consumer discrimination in areas where
there are many blacks in relation to whites simply because the consumers are more likely to be
black. Second, Osterman (1980) suggests that in areas where there is a numerically dominant
black population, that population may place pressure on firms to hire blacks. Moreover, this
pressure may be sufficient to neutralize or dominate the "white gains" effect mentioned above.
Thus, blacks' consumer strength may prevent consumer discrimination from taking place in DC
and PGIB in a way that it might have taken place if blacks did not make up a numerically
dominant population. Moreover, this pressure may also benefit young Latino males in the same
way that it may benefit young black males. But since racial/ethnic differences exist in employment
outcomes even in the most ideal situation for blacks, i.e., PGIB, the pressure that a numerically
dominant black population can put on employer to hire blacks may still not be enough to negate
employers' uncertainties of hiring, and, possibly, negative attitudes towards, blacks workers.
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There may exist, then, a critical threshold under which the numbers of blacks in an area relative to
those of whites may lead to white gains, and over which the numbers of blacks in an area relative
to those of whites may lead to the neutralization or minimization of these gains. Although blacks
make up a fair amount of the PGOB population, they may not have the numbers to neutralize the
white gains' effect.
Of course, the theories just discussed were based on analyses of central cities. The results
of this study suggest that they may be applicable to the suburbs as well, so long as they possess a
large black population. Perhaps the reason why these theories are based on analyses of central
cities is that these are areas where blacks have lived and where blacks represent a large part of the
population. Though there are still relatively few suburbs with large black populations, it is not
unreasonable to expect that the same dynamics that take place in the central cities may also take
place in the suburbs as the number of blacks there increases.
The experiments suggest that residential location does matter, but it matters more for
young white males than it does for either young black or Latino males. In Prince George's,
particularly in the "inner beltway", where labor market opportunities appear better for young
black males than in DC, young white males are still more likely to have a job than either young
black or Latino males controlling for personal and family background characteristics.
Employment discrimination against blacks and Latinos in Prince George's, then, may explain part
of the reason why young black and Latino males do not make up any ground in the labor market
in relation to whites by having a residential location in Prince George's. Thus, although residential
location in the suburbs slightly improves young black and Latino males' likelihood of having a job
compared to their counterparts in DC, the confounding influence of race in Prince George's
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appears to severely limit the potential magnitude of this improvement. These results suggest that
previous and future studies of race and space could be misleading since the positive effects of
moving to the suburbs are offset by the negative effects of discrimination. Thus, unless
researchers control adequately for these two effects, the estimated, positive coefficients of a
suburban location could be overstated if racial discrimination is high. Conversely, the negative
effects of race could be overstated if the positive effects of space are not accounted for.
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CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSION:
THE CASE FOR PRESERVING TARGETED POLICY APPROACHES
TO EASE THE EMPLOYMENT DIFFICULTIES OF YOUNG ADULTS IN URBAN
LABOR MARKETS
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SPACE OR RACE?
I set out in this thesis to gain more clarity on the relative importance of space and race as
causes of young black and Latino males' worse labor market outcomes in relation to those of their
white counterparts in metropolitan areas. Given the analysis shown in this thesis, I have found
little support for the spatial mismatch hypothesis as an explanation of these racial/ethnic labor
market outcome differences. Rather, I have found that, controlling for personal and other
important differences, race/ethnicity, or how blacks and Latinos are treated in the labor market
irrespective of their residential location, is as and probably more important than space and other
relevant factors such as personal and family background characteristic differences as determinants
of young blacks' and Latinos' low employment levels. In fact, in the Washington, DC and Prince
George's County area, I found that race/ethnicity, or the way that blacks and Latinos are treated
in the PGDC area's labor markets in relation to their white counterparts, is important and
accounts for nearly 50 and 68 percent of the white-black and white-Latino employment rate
differences, respectively, in the Prince George's county and Washington, DC area. In addition, I
found that race/ethnicity is more important than job decentralization as determinants of blacks'
and Latinos' longer jobless durations in metropolitan areas, particularly in the central city.
I argued that race/ethnicity is not only important in metropolitan areas, its importance in
suburban areas in particular can also confound the importance of having a suburban residential
location in improving the employment opportunities of black and Latino young men. In fact, in a
best-case scenario for black and Latino employment, namely Prince George's county, if blacks
and Latinos had the same residential location endowment in Prince George's as whites, the white-
black and Latino-white employment rate difference in the Prince George's and Washington, DC
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area would decrease between 38 and 63 percent and between 81 and 100 percent, respectively.
However, if blacks and Latinos were treated the same as whites in Prince George's county's labor
market, the white-black and the white-Latino employment rate difference in the Prince George's
county and Washington, DC area would decrease between 50 and 88 percent and between 63 and
100 percent, respectively. Furthermore, this treatment effect is more important than the
endowment effect in the "inner beltway", where a higher concentration of blacks and Latinos are
found and where the majority of the county's jobs are located, than in the "outer beltway" of
Prince George's for both blacks and Latinos, while the endowment effect of the residential
location-education variables are more important than the treatment effect in "outer beltway" than
in "inner beltway" of Prince George's county. Thus, even race/ethnicity may be more important
than space as determinants of blacks and Latinos low employment levels, the resolution of both
these problems would virtually erase racial/ethnic differences in employment.
My sense is, then, that the way in which black and Latino youth are treated in the labor
market in relation to whites is a constant theme in the story of their labor market difficulties, and
that factors that are a part of the spatial mismatch hypothesis, such as the extent ofjob
decentralization in metropolitan areas or whether or not one has a suburban residential location,
seem to only mitigate or intensify the negative effects of discrimination on their employment
opportunities. Given these findings, it is extremely important, I contend, that targeted policies for
assisting black and Latino youth in the labor market must be preserved and strengthened first
before building universal measures into these policies if we are to eliminate racial/ethnic
differences in labor market outcomes for young adults in metropolitan areas. In addition, policies
to combat racial discrimination in labor makrets should have more priority over policies that
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attempt to solve the issue of space in urban labor markets.
The Evidence
I used two methodological approaches to examine the importance of the spatial mismatch
on young adults' employment, namely the effect ofjob decentralization on jobless durations, i.e.,
re-employment probabilities, and central city/suburban residence labor market outcome
comparisons. First, I found that job decentralization negatively affected the re-employment
probabilities of young white, but not young black or Latino males. These results contradict the
spatial mismatch hypothesis because the hypothesis suggests that blacks, and perhaps Latinos,
should be more negatively affected by the movement ofjobs from the central cities to the suburbs
than whites since blacks and Latinos, unlike whites, face housing market discrimination in the
suburbs which prevents them from following jobs to these areas. Even after controlling for the
extent of residential segregation in metropolitan areas, I found no evidence that job
decentralization negatively affected the employment opportunities of blacks, and I found very
little evidence that it did for Latinos. These results casts serious doubt on Kain's (1968) third
hypothesis, which others refer to as the spatial mismatch hypothesis, that metropolitan job
decentralization amplifies the negative effect of housing market segregation on black employment
levels.
Second, in chapter 2, I compared the dynamic labor market outcomes of central city and
suburban young adults. I used mainly measures of unemployment and jobless duration, which
incorporates the dimension of time, in this comparison since the spatial mismatch is a dynamic
process occurring over time and because duration differences between whites and blacks and
whites and Latinos, as I found in chapter 2, made up much of the unemployment rate differences
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among these groups. I found that young white, and to a lesser extent Latino, males tended to do
slightly better in the labor market when the lived in the suburbs as opposed to the central city,
while young black males performed equally poorly in both residential areas. These results
compliment those of Harrison (1974), one of Kain's foremost critics, who also found that
suburban blacks' labor market outcomes were worse or no better than those of their nonpoverty
tract central city counterparts. Since the sample in this analysis included both nonpoverty and
poverty areas in the central city, the results from this chapter are even more profound. At the
same time, I also found, as did Harrison, that the labor market outcomes of whites conformed to
the predictions of the standard urban model.
Jencks and Mayer (1990) argued that perhaps a suburban residence was of little economic
benefit to blacks in the late 1960s and early 70s, approximately the same time that Harrison
examined this issue. They showed, along with Kasarda (1989), that the jobless problems of black
men in the central cities became much worse than in the suburbs since that time, resulting in larger
central city/suburban labor market outcome differences in the 80s than in the 60s. But because
neither Jencks and Mayer nor Kasarda treated residential location as an endogenous factor in
relation to labor market outcomes, there conclusions are suspect, since ignoring the endogeneity
of residential location in these types of studies tends to bias the results towards support of the
spatial mismatch, i.e., that suburban residents labor market outcomes are better than those of their
central city counterparts. That is, if highly educated, and higher income-earning blacks, who tend
to do well in the labor market irrespective of where they live, began to increasingly move to the
suburbs after the 1960s, then we should expect to find greater central city/suburban labor market
outcome differences in the 1980s. But these differences do not imply that a suburban residential
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location was of more economic benefit in the 80s than in the 60s. That is, these differences do not
suggest that perhaps blacks who lived in the suburbs in the 80s were more likely to get a job than
in the 60s because more jobs were located in the suburbs relative to the central city in the 80s than
in the 60s. These differences simply imply that better educated blacks who most likely had jobs in
the 80s, and possibly higher paying ones at that, were more likely to live in the suburbs, perhaps
because housing discrimination in the 80s was less severe than in the 60s.
How one might get around this problem is to limit those studied to the less-educated, or
those who have a harder time getting jobs, or to those whose residential location can be
reasonably taken as exogenous, i.e., youth who live at home with their parents. Although half the
young adults in the sample I used in chapter 2 to make these central city/suburban comparisons
lived away from their parents home, they all possessed limited education, which minimized the
endogeneity problem of residential location and employment status. Since neglecting to take into
account this endogeneity problem tends to bias the results in favor of the spatial mismatch
hypothesis, and because the results in chapter 2 showed little difference between the labor market
outcomes of suburban and central city blacks, implying little support for the hypothesis, it is more
plausible that a suburban residential location even in the 1980s did not provide better labor market
opportunities for blacks.
I could not draw firm conclusions about the significance of a suburban residential location
for blacks, and to a certain extent Latinos, on their employment opportunities until blacks' and
Latinos' suburban residential patterns were taken into account. Kain (1992) and Ihlanfeldt (1990)
argued that central city/suburban comparisons of blacks' economic welfare to test the spatial
mismatch hypothesis are limited. These comparisons are limited, they argued, because such
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comparisons cannot take into account where blacks live in suburban areas. They argued that
blacks tend to get re-segregated in older, more dilapidated suburban areas from where jobs have
gone. Hence, though blacks may have a suburban residential location, they may still be so far
removed from the locus suburban jobs that the differences between a suburban location and a
central city one may be trivial with respect to job access.
In chapter 5, I examined the labor market outcomes of male youth in the Washington, DC
area because the suburbanization patterns that have occurred in Prince George's since the 1970s
respond to this criticism by using central city/suburban comparisons to test the spatial mismatch
hypothesis. That is, the suburban area of DC where many blacks have moved to, namely Prince
George's, also contains jobs, and has experienced more job growth than in DC. Blacks also
represent a majority of the population in this suburb of DC. In this best case scenario for black
employment, I found that blacks in Prince George's did in fact have slightly better labor market
outcomes than their DC counterparts in 1990, providing some evidence for the spatial mismatch
hypothesis. This was also true for Latinos. However, whites' labor market outcomes in Prince
George's were much better than those of their DC counterparts, and these differences were much
more stark than they were for either blacks or Latinos. This pattern implied that blacks and
Latinos were not able to make up any employment ground on their white counterparts if they
lived in Prince George's as opposed to DC. These results cast doubt on the spatial mismatch
hypothesis as an explanation of blacks and Latinos worse labor market outcomes since the main
thrust of the hypothesis is to explain racial/ethnic labor market differences by residential location.
If more blacks and Latinos lived in the suburbs where there are more jobs better suited for blacks
skill levels, then, as the hypothesis suggests, labor market differences among whites, blacks and
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Latinos should be the same or smaller than in the central city.
The results of central city/suburban comparisons using dynamic labor market outcomes for
many metropolitan areas and analyzing one metropolitan area that appeared to be the best case for
testing the spatial mismatch hypothesis suggests that blacks, and to a certain extent Latinos, have
labor market difficulties in either residential area, while whites fare pretty well in the central city
but do even better in the suburban labor market. These results not only cast doubt on the ability
of spatial mismatch theory to explain racial/ethnic labor market outcome differences in
metropolitan areas, but also on Wilson's (1987) underclass thesis to explain black disadvantage in
urban areas. To Wilson, structural changes in the economy, of which job decentralization is a
major part, have undermined the employment opportunities of ghetto, particularly black,
residents. In addition, the outmigration of the black middle class from the ghetto has left once
functional black social and political institutions in the ghetto faltering. This outmigration of the
black middle-class has also reduced the number of positive role modes for ghetto residents. These
processes, according to Wilson, have increased the social isolation and concentration of ghetto
residents, which, in turn, has increased dysfunctional and deviant behavior within the ghetto.
Thus, the combined effect of job loss and the lack of role models for black youth has undermined
their employment opportunities and lowered black youth's willingness to work. According to
Wilson's theory, then, young black males who happen to live in the suburbs should perform much
better than their central city counterparts because they are closer to jobs and have contact with
blacks who tend to do well in the labor market and could provide job contacts and role models for
them. The results in this thesis are inconsistent with the suggestions of Wilson's underclass
hypothesis. Since I have found very little differences in the labor market outcomes of central city
258
and suburban blacks, and because they tend to do so poorly in these outcomes in relation to their
white counterparts in either residential area, there may be a common underlying process in both
the central city and suburbs that is causing both blacks' outcomes to be poor in both areas.
One possibility might be that blacks have little educational attainment in both the central
city and suburbs and that this attainment may be less than those of whites in both areas. In
chapter 5, I found that while young black men without a high school degree performed much
better in a suburb of DC than their DC counterparts, supporting Kasarda's (1985) contention that
low-skill blacks have better labor market opportunities in the suburbs, those with high school
degrees performed about the same in both areas. Limited schooling, then, may explain why young
black males do so poorly in the labor market in both the central city and suburbs and in relation to
whites. But on further inspection, I found that the labor market outcomes of whites were much
better than those of blacks in either residential areas for each educational category, i.e., with or
without a high school degree. And even more interestingly, I found that the black/white, and the
Latino/white, employment rate ratio for high school graduates fell in the suburbs in relation to the
central city. Furthermore, in controlled experiments, it was clear that whites at every educational
level received more employment advantages than comparable blacks or Latinos, particularly in the
suburbs, and that black males without a high school degree in the central city were penalized more
in the labor market than comparable whites or Latinos. These results suggest that something
other than the educational levels of blacks is taking place that is causing their labor market
outcomes to be bad, in general, and in relation to those of whites in both residential areas.
Another possibility, race/ethnicity, or how black and Latino youth are treated in the labor
market in relation to whites, had consistent weight in explaining blacks, and to a certain extent
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Latinos, poor labor market outcomes in either residential area and in relation to whites. The
results of the re-employment probabilities in chapter 4 showed that young black and Latino males,
in either the central city or suburbs, were less likely to be hired than their white counterparts, in
part, because they are less preferred by employers. Young white males' re-employment
probabilities were higher when the percentage of blacks in an area increased. This suggests that
young white males have a premium in employment over their black and Latino counterparts. The
consequence of this kind of hiring practice suggests that well-qualified black or Latino men may
be overlooked or shunned in hiring.
The premium that whites enjoy in hiring seems to diminish when the percentage of blacks
in an area crosses a threshold, above which discrimination in hiring against blacks seems to
diminish and below which such discrimination takes place. As I alluded to in chapter 5, if the
percentage of blacks in an area is large enough, they may be able to pressure employers to hire
blacks, thereby minimizing the extent to which they might be penalized in the labor market. I also
found that young black and Latino males' were negatively affected in employment when the local
unemployment rate rose while whites were not. Again, this suggests that the employment
premiums of whites in the labor market may mitigate the negative effects of the unemployment
rate on their employment. Since blacks and Latinos are less preferred by employers, they are less
likely to be hired, particularly in loose labor markets. It also appears that the credentials of blacks
and Latinos are scrutinized more by employers than those of comparable whites. If employers are
uncertain about blacks' or Latinos' productivities, or if employers had "bad" experiences with
members of these groups in the past, they are more likely to examine the credentials of these
groups members more carefully than other groups in order to minimize their training costs. The
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result of these kinds of employer practices is to penalize blacks with less favorable credentials
moreso than comparable whites.
I have argued throughout this thesis that while race/ethnicity may in fact be more
important in explaining the labor market difficulties of black and Latino youth than the spatial
mismatch hypothesis, its importance in the suburbs may also confound the importance of having a
suburban residential location. This was seen no more clearly than in chapter 5. In the "inner
beltway" of Prince George's, where a majority of blacks live, where the most job growth has
occurred in Prince George's, and where young black and Latino males had an educational
endowment advantage over their white counterparts in 1990, the treatment of these young blacks
and Latinos in the labor market essentially negated any employment advantage that they could
have gained over their white counterparts by living in this area. Young black and Latino males
should have done as well as or better than their white counterparts in this area, but because of the
treatment that they received in the "inner beltway" of Prince George's, their labor market
outcomes were worse than those of whites. Like Ellwood (1986), then, I found that race is
important in the labor market outcomes of young people. But unlike Ellwood, I found that space
is not unimportant, and that race can interact with space to disadvantage black and Latino youth
in metropolitan labor markets.
That I have found race/ethnicity in metropolitan areas to be at least as, and more likely
more important than, space in causing black and Latino employment levels to be low in relation to
those of whites in metropolitan areas, casts serious doubt on the findings of the more recent
proponents of the spatial mismatch theory. Ihlanfeldt (1992, 1993) and Ihlanfeldt and Sjoquist
(1990, 1991 a) argued that the spatial mismatch hypothesis is a primary cause of black and Latino
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youth's low employment levels and that the lack of nearby jobs accounts for about one-third to
one-half of black-white and Latino-white employment differences. In their analyses, they found
that the travel time to work coefficients are nearly the same for whites, blacks, and Latinos, but
that the travel time to work means, controlling for the mode of transportation, are much longer
for blacks and Latinos than for whites in metropolitan areas. It is these longer travel time means
of blacks and Latinos, they argued, that explain employment differences between these groups and
whites. My results suggest, as I argued in chapter 1, that since race/ethnicity is important in labor
markets for blacks and Latinos it is very likely that the longer travel times to work of blacks and
Latinos in part reflects their inability to find jobs on account of racial discrimination in hiring and
not only from a lack of nearby jobs. In fact, this is also what Leonard (1986) found in Los
Angeles. In this case, employment rate differences among whites, blacks, and Latinos may be
more related to race than space. The inability to control for race in labor markets, then, will
confound the interpretation of spatial mismatch studies. And, I contend, the problem of space, or
the availability of nearby jobs in the case of Ihlanfeldt and Sjoquist, will be overstated if the
problem of race is not accounted for.
When might race/ethnicity matter?
The evidence I gathered in this thesis not only suggests that race/ethnicity is important in
labor markets and that it could be more important than, and could confound the importance of,
space, it also provides some clues about when race/ethnicity in labor markets might matter. I
have found that both structural and institutional factors could contribute to when race/ethnicity
might matter in labor markets. The structural factors include the percentage of blacks in a
particular area and the availability ofjobs in that area, while the institutional factors include
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employers' hiring practices. The structural factors, however, appear more important in the case of
blacks than Latinos. Nonetheless, both of these types of factors could produce labor market
outcomes where blacks' and Latinos' outcomes are always relatively worse than those of whites.
A key structural factor that could influence when race/ethnicity might matter in labor
markets is the level and presence of the black population in a particular area, be it in the central
city or suburb. If the presence of blacks in an particular area is high but not high enough to make
them a numerically dominant group, then discrimination against blacks in labor markets might
become more intense. In chapter 4, I found that as the percentage of blacks in the central city
labor force increased, the length of whites' jobless durations decreased, suggesting that whites'
began to benefit in the form of increased employment opportunities in the labor market as the
fraction of blacks in the labor force increased. The source of this discrimination could have come
from either consumers, employers, or employees. In addition, the source of discrmination is in
some way dependent upon the type of industries that are found in the particular area. For
example, if a particular suburb has many retail stores where consumer/employee contact is very
direct, then consumer discrimination might be more important than either employer or employee
discrimination though these still might be very important. Nonetheless, race/ethnicity might
matter in labor markets when the percentage of blacks in an area is large. Given this
circumstance, whites might feel that their jobs or well-being are being threatened by this black
presence, and they might take measures to limit competition for jobs by creating barriers for black
employment.
However, the ability of whites to effectively erect or maintain such barriers to black
employment is contingent on the level of blacks in the particular area. If blacks are the
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numerically dominant population group in a particular area, then whites ability to erect or
maintain such barriers to black employment is considerably weaker. In chapter 4, I found that
whites'jobless durations were shorter as the percentage of the black population in the central city
rises until blacks made up the majority of that population. At that point, whites' jobless durations
were not associated with blacks presence in the labor markets. What this suggests is that when
blacks became the majority of a particular area, they could, because of their sheer size, neutralize
whites' ability to erect barriers to black employment. For example, if blacks are the majority of an
area's population there may be less consumer and employee discrimination against blacks since
blacks presumably make up more of the consumers and employees in the area than if they were
not the majority group. Likewise, since blacks are the numerically dominant group in this
example, they could put pressure on local employers to hire black workers if the source of
discrimination came from employers.
The findings from Prince George's county and Washington, DC are entirely consistent
with this story. Young black and Latino males tended to do worse in the labor market relative to
their white counterparts in the "outer beltway" of Prince George's as opposed to the "inner
beltway" or DC. The black/white employment rate ratio was .80, .83, and .51 in DC, the "inner
beltway" and the "outer beltway" of Prince George's, respectivley, in 1990. At the same time, in
1990, blacks made up 70 percent of DC's population, 64 percent of the "inner beltway"
population, and 37.0 of the "outer beltway" population (U.S. Census, 1994). Of course, the
decomposition of the employment equations showed that most of the employment rate differences
between whites and blacks in the "outer beltway" stemmed from whites having a larger
concentration of their population in this area with high school degrees than the black population.
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However, the equations also showed that the black residential location-education variables for
enrolled-in-school and high school dropout in the "outer beltway" were not significant which
suggested that blacks there were no more likely to receive employment than their enrolled-in-
school DC counterparts. These results suggests that although whites greater concentration of
high school degrees was important in contributing to the black/white employment rate ratio in the
"outer beltway", the negative treatment of blacks in the labor market there was also important. In
addition, because blacks there represented a large population, but not a large enough one to
neutralize the negative effects of employment discrimination in this area, the black/white
employment rate ratio was larger in the "outer beltway" than in the "inner beltway" of Prince
George's, or in DC. Thus, where there was a numerically dominant black population, like DC and
the "inner beltway" of Prince George's, blacks tended to do better relative to their white
counterparts than in areas where there was not one.
Another key structural factor in a metropolitan area that could influence when
race/ethnicity might matter in labor markets is the availability ofjobs. If the level of aggregate
demand in an area is low, i.e., limited job availability, then there are fewer jobs to go around.
Given this condition, whites may be more inclined to adopt measures to limit competition for
these jobs if they are the numerical dominant group in a particular area. Again, in this case,
discrimination in any form, i.e., employee, employer, or consumer discrimination, against blacks in
the labor market might become more intense. The practice of statistical discrimination might
become more intense given the condition of limited jobs since employers have more workers to
chose from in hiring.
In chapter 4, I found that while whites' jobless durations were not affected by the local
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unemployment rate, it affected those of blacks and Latinos. Blacks' and Latinos' jobless durations
were considerably longer as the unemployment rate rose. This suggests that whites might protect
their employment opportunities by establishing barriers to work for blacks and Latinos when there
are limited job openings. In this way, whites are buffered against the negative effects of limited
job openings while blacks and Latinos are not. I also found evidence for this theory in the case
study of Prince George's county. The black/white and the Latino/white employment rate was
higher in the "outer beltway", where there are fewer jobs than in the "inner beltway", than in the
"inner beltway".
It could also be true that the combination of these two conditions, namely limited jobs and
a significant black presence in a particular area, might further contribute to racial/ethnic
employment rate differences.
At the institutional level, race/ethnicity also matters when employers respond to bad
experiences with black or Latino workers by engaging in statistical discrimination in hiring. If
employers have had bad experiences with these groups, they will be less likely to hire them
because they would view these job candidates as having "uncertain productivities", while they
would view whites as having "certain productivities". The question is given this response to black
and Latino workers by employers, as the research suggests is true, is why they do not engage in
some kind of statistical discrimination against whites if employers have had bad experiences with
these groups. This research was not able to shed any light on this question. Also, this research
could not shed any light on whether the bad experiences that employers have had with black and
Latino workers, which triggers employers to engage in statistical discrimination against these
groups, has a cultural basis. That is, it is not clear whether the habits or mannerisms on the part
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of black or Latino youth that employers have defined as "bad" may in fact be a cultural difference
between how employers behave or expect workers to behave and what these workers view as
acceptable behavior.
What is clear though is that both the structural and institutional factors that determine
when race/ethnicity matters in the labor market might also contribute to the development of a
racial/ethnic labor queue. In addition, it seems plausible that if both structural conditions that
define when race/ethnicity might matter in labor markets are met, then the institutional practice of
statistical discrimination might become more intense. Furthermore, if both the structural and
institutional factors that define when race/ethnicity might matter in labor markets are met, a
stronger and more defined racial/ethnic labor queue is likely to emerge.
The Reformulation of Kain's Third Hypothesis
If we recall from chapter 1, we learned that Kain's third proposition, which has come to be
known as the spatial mismatch hypothesis, contains both a demand- and supply-side component.
This proposition holds that metropolitan job decentralization amplifies the negative effect of
housing market segregation on black employment levels. I also noted in chapter 1 that on the
demand-side Kain argued that the suburbanization of jobs would probably reduce employers'
willingness to hire black workers because many suburban firms feared that importing blacks
workers into white suburbs would offend white residents. On the supply-side, Kain held that even
if there were no employment discrimination against blacks in the suburbs, black employment
probabilities would will be lower than that of whites because blacks lived farther than whites from
suburban jobs and were less likely to hear about suburban job vacancies than whites. But
investigation into the demand-side of Kain's third proposition has been limited, and consequently
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most of the research on the spatial mismatch has increasingly examined the supply-side responses
of workers, e.g., job accessibility by travel time or distance to work measures.
The results of this thesis strongly suggest that more investigation into the demand-side of
Kain's third proposition should be done. Kain's analysis of the suburbs came at a time when there
were few blacks living there. Increasingly, though, blacks are moving into the suburbs. In fact, in
chapter 5, we saw that blacks represented a majority of one DC suburb. Even though blacks there
were able to hurdle housing market discrimination barriers to some extent and move into the
suburbs where jobs are located, their treatment in the labor market limited the magnitude of their
possible economic welfare gains. These results, and those from chapter 4 which also suggested
that race/ethnicity is important in both the central city and suburbs, suggests that Kain's third
proposition should be amended to include the of significance of race/ethnicity in labor markets as
well as in housing markets. That is, the proposition should state that metropolitan job
decentralization, or the loss ofjobs in areas where blacks live in either the central city or suburbs,
amplifies the negative effect of employer discrimination and the negative effect of housing market
segregation on black employment levels.
LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY AND UNANSWERED QUESTIONS
I mentioned throughout this thesis the methodological problems in parts the analysis that
could bias some of this study's results. While I attempted to minimize these problems, they
nevertheless do exist. At the same time, I was not able to answer all of the questions that this
thesis raised, nor was I able to answer all of the questions that the spatial mismatch or racial
discrimination hypothesis warrants. At this time, then, it seems appropriate to raise and discuss
some these questions and limitations.
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First, the sample size of the data used in the aggregate analysis did not allow for an
analysis of the effect ofjob decentralization of large versus small metropolitan areas. Massey
(1993) has shown that residential segregation is much more severe in large than small
metropolitan areas. Given Kain's (1968) second hypothesis, that residential segregation
contributes to the low levels of black employment in metropolitan areas, and given the fact that
most research on this topic has tended to support this hypothesis, we might expect to find job
decentralization's negative effect of employment be more severe in areas where residential
segregation is much more of an issue. This relates to Kain's third hypothesis which I discussed in
chapter 1. However, even if one were to find that the negative effect ofjob decentralization is
more important in large metropolitan areas where residential segregation might be more severe,
the interpretation of this effect is difficult since these jobs might have left the central cities of these
large metropolitan areas because of issues related to race.
Secondly, the limited sample size in the aggregate analysis prevented me from conducting
the job decentralization analysis by region. Bound and Freeman (1992) showed that the loss in
black males' employment and earnings since the late 1970s has been greatest in the Midwest. In
addition, Kasarda (1985) argued that the dichotomies in labor market outcomes for blacks in the
central city and suburb were most stark in the Northeast and Midwest regions. Splitting the
sample by region and running the hazard analysis for each racial/ethnic group in each region
would have been helpful in assessing whether or not job decentralization is these regions
contributed to these trends. Again, however, ifjobs left metropolitan areas in the Midwest and
Northeast regions because of issues related to race, it is difficult to say that the spatial mismatch is
responsible for blacks' deteriorating economic status.
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Thirdly, data limitations in the aggregate analysis did not allow me to analyze the effect of
job decentralization in metropolitan areas with large black or Latino concentrations. If the
negative effect ofjob decentralization on blacks' and Latinos' employment in these areas is larger
than it is in areas with little black or Latino concentrations, it is also possible to argue that jobs
have left these areas to distance themselves from blacks and Latinos.
Fourthly, the analysis I conducted with both the aggregate and case-study data was for
one time period only. Thus, I could not say anything about whether or not the spatial mismatch
between jobs and residence has become more or less important over time. Given the same
methods and design of the thesis, an analysis of data from the 1970s, when it jobs were
decentralizing faster than in the 1980s, might help to answer this question.
Fifthly, I limited this study to young males with limited education. Thus, it is unclear
whether or not the result of this thesis can be generalized to young females with limited education.
Given that the young females' labor market performance over time has been different than
comparable males, it is likely that these results are not generalizable. Separate analysis of young
females, then, must also be conducted to determine whether or not the spatial mismatch affects
their employment opportunities any differently than it does for males.
Finally, although I found that race/ethnicity, or the way that blacks and Latinos are treated
in labor markets in relation to whites, is important in both the central city and suburbs, I am not
able to tell whether or not employers' hiring practices, which are the likely source of these
treatment differences in the labor market, are different or the same in both areas. No prior
research on employers' hiring practices, of which I am aware, has examined this question. The
answers to this question is important not only for policy, but to understand how these practices
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might affect our interpretation of the spatial mismatch hypothesis.
UNIVERSAL OR TARGETED PROGRAMS TO EASE THE EMPLOYMENT
DIFFICULTIES OF BLACK AND LATINO YOUNG ADULTS?
In policy circles, there is considerable debate concerning the merits of moving towards
more universal approaches to social policy and away from targeted approaches to address social
problems. Reflecting on this debate for a moment will be helpful in guiding the forthcoming
policy discussion in light of this thesis' findings. In general, universal policy approaches attempt
to build social policy for broad constituencies, including groups of all income categories and
racial/ethnic backgrounds, while targeted policy approaches attempt to direct social policy to
specific groups whose social or economic problems are deemed worthy of policy consideration.
Policies to achieve full employment, either through fiscal or monetary manipulations of the
economy, may be considered a universal policy approach since the effects of such a policy can be
felt by many groups of people of different income categories and racial/ethnic backgrounds, while
affirmative action policies may be considered targeted policies since they are intended to affect a
specific group of individuals.
The proponents of universal policy approaches claim that targeted policy approaches are
doomed to failure because of two fundamental reasons. First, they claim that targeted policy
approaches are more likely to loose political support because they have such a small constituent
base (Skocpol, 1991; Wilson, 1987). Policies that target specific income groups, for example, are
likely to loose support from taxpayers, particularly those that may be slightly above the income
cutoff These groups, consequently, may not benefit from such policies, but their problems may
be fundamentally no different than those who do benefit. Second, policies that target specific
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racial/ethnic groups are likely to lose political support from those who are not members of the
targeted groups. In addition, Wilson (1987) claims race-specific, targeted policies benefit middle-
class members of the group while they hurt the ones who are poor. This point is highly
contentious and one that I disagree with because it suggests that, in the case of blacks, the social
and economic mobility of blacks is a zero-sum game; if the black middle-class gains, then the
black poor must lose, and vice-versa. This is a wrong interpretation because factors that may be
related to the black middle-class' upward mobility may not be related to the black poor, just as
factors related to blacks being poor may not be associated with blacks having a middle-class
status.
Universal programs, according to these proponents, do not have the qualities of targeted
programs, by definition, and are therefore less likely to lose political support. These programs are
broad based and inclusive, they argue, and are more likely to be successful in improving the lot of
the poor and in mitigating the social and economic problems of certain groups because they
receive broad political support. They argue that the relative success of countries like Canada,
Sweden, and German in social policy stems from the fact that they have more universality built
into their policy regimes.
While these arguments may have some truth in them, the criticisms they level against
targeted policies in losing political support are overstated. Factors other than whether or not the
policy approach is universal or targeted can influence whether or not these programs are
supported politically. Targeted programs, for example, are more likely to be supported politically
when these programs are linked to work (Greenstein, 1991). This is important to note because
the problems that I observe in the thesis are those of youth, particularly black and Latino youth,
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attempting to get work in urban labor markets. Targeted policies, then, are not totally devoid of
political support and are, I contend, more politically practical to support in fiscally conservative
periods. They are also a practical policy approach to mitigate racial/ethnic differences in labor
market outcomes.
Additionally, pushing for universal policy approaches can produce unintended negative
effects. First, the movement towards universality can have deleterious effects on those groups
which I found to have the worse labor market problems in this research, namely young black and
Latino male adults. Universal programs do have a broader base and perhaps a stronger
constituency, and they may even be less stigmatizing than targeted approaches, but advocates of
universal policy approaches do not adequately deal with the reality of fiscal constraints (Sawhill,
1989). In addition to the redesigning of policy, these programs will require massive social
spending. But under periods of fiscal constraint and growing sentiments to balance the federal
budget, the introduction of new major policy approach proposals are likely to fail because
taxpayers are not willing to shoulder the financial burden of these proposals and politicians are not
willing to put their office on the line to support such policies. More importantly, the introduction
of such policy proposals may provide an incentive for policy makers opposed to targeted
programs to phase them out without any guarantee that successful universal policy approaches
will be implemented. Pushing for universality in periods of fiscal constraint and budget cuts by
conservative governments, then, may further reinforce racial/ethnic inequality and hurt the poor.
Secondly, universal programs, in the case of young adults, may also assist whites more in
getting jobs than either blacks or Latinos because these programs, I contend, do not adequately
deal with the question of race. Many of the lessons learned from universal programs are from
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countries that are fairly racially homogenous, e.g., Sweden. It is unclear, then, how heterogenous
countries, or racial groups who have been or are racially discriminated against in a country, will
fare under strictly universal programs. But advocates of universality make the implicit assumption
that race is no longer significant in determining social and economic outcomes. If it is still
significant, as this research as well as other research suggests, then it is likely that the same
mechanisms that can produce unequal racial outcomes in society can also produce unequal results
under universal programs. Those who are discriminated against in society may receive unequal
access or information about universal programs, and they may be treated more poorly than others
in these programs, thereby limiting the program's effectiveness. Universal programs, then, while
they may, in general, lift the boats of those who experience social and economic problems in
society, may lift some boats higher than others.
Since the potentially harmful first and secondary effects of proposing universal policies
without addressing the need for or success of targeted ones, I argue that targeted programs need
to be protected, re-thought, and strengthened first, and then attempts to build in universal
measures into these policies should be made, if we are to ease the employment difficulties of
young adult employment, but particularly those of black and Latino youth. This approach will
ensure some basic protection for young adults in employment and will minimize racial/ethnic
inequality in labor market outcomes.
SPECIFIC POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
The results of this thesis suggest that there are different factors that cause joblessness for
young white as opposed to young black and Latino males. As such, policy prescriptions may be
different for each of these groups to ease their employment difficulties. The basic results for those
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with limited education suggest that young white males with limited education in the suburbs tend
to do well and much better in the labor market than young black and Latino males in both the
central city and suburbs. In addition, young white males tend to do worse in the central city
relative to their white suburban counterparts, while there are similar differences in labor market
outcomes by residential areas for blacks and Latinos. Since the labor market opportunities are
very poor for young black, and to a certain extent Latino, males with limited education, it is clear
that policies directed at the institutional, supply-, and demand-side of the labor market must be
considered.
Institutional Responses
We learned that race/ethnicity is important in labor markets for young male adults.
Employers engage in statistical discrimination not simply because they have "bad" tastes for
blacks or Latinos, but because they perceive these groups as having "uncertain productivities."
To employers, hiring members from groups with "uncertain productivities" means unpredictable
training costs, ranging from very high if that worker is in fact unproductive to very low if that
worker is productive. Since employers seem to have no strategy to determine an unproductive
from an productive black or Latino worker, they simply, in a very broad sense, avoid hiring
members from these groups altogether. But this hiring pattern generally results in well-qualified
blacks and Latinos being denied job opportunities, and it also means, particularly in the case of
blacks, that less educated blacks and Latinos may be given fewer job opportunities by employers
than comparable whites. Thus, it is clear that antidiscrimination efforts in labor markets must be
enforced more heavily. These efforts should not only be directed at large firms, usually regulated
by the Office of Federal Contract Compliance (OFCC) because these firm generally contract with
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the government, but also at small business, usually regulated by the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission since these businesses usually do no contract with the federal
government. However, past efforts at this type of enforcement have not been very fruitful
(Jencks, 1992). Efforts must be made to re-think how successful regulation can take place.
Although I found little evidence that residential segregation negatively affects the economic
welfare of blacks and Latinos, efforts must be made to ensure fair real estate and banking
practices to enforce non-discrimination in housing outside the central city on fairness principles.
Since efforts to eliminate discrimination in hiring have not been very successful, other
indirect methods of limiting this type of discrimination, in addition to the one just described might
be more effective. First, statistical discrimination hiring could be reduced if support was given
local training organizations or agencies that developed relationships with local employers.
Employers would be more likely to hire young black and Latino males if they had more
information on the kinds of skills they possess. Young black and Latino males with certificates
from such training organizations or agencies that employers respect and have worked with may
decrease the kind of statistical discrimination that takes place in hiring. Thus, more support could
be given to Community Development Corporations (CDC's) and other community based
organizations or agencies (CBO's) that are engaged in employment and training. Many of these
CDC's and CBO's are located in black and Latino communities. Harrison (1995) has showed that
CDC's and CBO's are very involved in employment and training at the local level. These
organizations develop relationships with employers to identify particular skill needs of local
companies. These organizations, in turn, train workers in these skills by either contracting this
training out to other agencies or by providing this training themselves. In addition, they provide
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start-up assistance for local community enterprises which create more local jobs. Thus, skill
training, job placement, and job creation activities are carried out simultaneously by these
organizations. Most importantly, though, CDC's and CBO's are successful in placing workers
because employers are sure about what they are getting in particular workers. This increased
certainty on the part of employers is developed by the relationship that has been founded between
the organizations and employers and are based on the success of placed workers in these
businesses.
Of course, one possible negative, consequence is that those young adults who may not
have such certificates may be less-likely to be hired than those who do, and certainly young black
and Latinos male who do not have such training certificates may be less likely to be hired than
whites without such certificates. This is why antidiscrimination enforcement must be a consistent
policy response in relation to other policy recommendations made here.
If employers are less likely to hire young black and Latino males because they have had
"bad" experiences with them in the past, and if as Kirshenman and Neckerman (1991) have
suggested, cultural differences of young black males and white employers may also explain why
young black and Latino males do not get hired, it may be important for states or local
governments to provide "diversity training" to local small and medium sized business. The goal of
this training would be to sensitize managers to cultural differences, so that managers can
deconstruct appearances from objective measures of skill and ability.
Demand-Side Responses
Certainly, as we learned from chapter 2 and 5, the availability ofjobs does matter in
increasing blacks' and Latinos' employment levels. However, the issue is that the availability of
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jobs is not enough to eliminate employment differences among like young white, black, and Latino
males. Nonetheless, job creation strategies should help to increase the employment level of blacks
and Latinos, particularly in the central city, although these strategies should be targeted to these
groups in the suburbs as well. Subsidized job creation programs in the public or private sectors
such as the demonstration projects under the Youth Demonstration Act of 1977 (e.g., Youth
Incentive Enrollment Pilot Projects), and Job Corps have been effective in increasing young adult
employment (Betsey, Hollister, Jr., and Papageorgiou, 1985; Farkas, Smith, and Stromsdorfer,
1983). In fact, the Youth Incentive Enrollment Projects were successful in eliminating
employment differences between young whites and blacks. These programs also placed youth in
meaningful jobs. But because of inadequate experiments we do not really know how successful
these programs are in the long term or how well these participants performed in the labor market
after exiting such programs. What we do know about Job Corps is that work experience alone
did not appear to improve employability of youth, that work experience is more effective with
skill training and placement services and that skill training is ineffective without demand-side, job
creation strategies (Bassi and Ashenfelter, 1986).
Job creation strategies can also include place-based strategies. The most dominant placed-
based job strategy in the past decade has been enterprise zones under the Reagan and Bush
administrations, and empowerment zones under the Clinton administration. Enterprise zone
strategies used tax and other financial incentives such as jobs creation and wage credits, employer
income tax credits, selective hiring credits, and investment and property tax credits to encourage
firms to locate or expand in particular zones, usually parts of distressed urban communities
(Erickson and Friedman, 1991). The goal of enterprise zones was to provide incentives to firms
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or business to locate in distressed areas in order to increase the number ofjobs and spur economic
development in such areas (Green, 1991).
The results of enterprise zones has been somewhat mixed. The major criticisms of such
policies are that enterprise zones may not generate new jobs, just induce firms to move from one
location to another. In fact, Ladd (1994) found that in England, where enterprise zones were
originally conceived, the main effect of the policies was to relocate firms to the zones from nearby
locations. However, if the location ofjobs into black and Latino communities from other
communities can reduce the negative effect of discrimination and narrow racial/ethnic employment
differences this may not be such a negative policy effect.
Firms that locate in enterprise zones may not hire residents in or near the zone because
they may not possess the required skills. This seems to be the most negative consequence since
hiring local residents into these jobs was a main reason for creating such a policy. The wage rate
subsidies given to employers as part of the enterprise zone package, may not have been sufficient
to overcome these skill barriers or employers' resistance to hiring these residents for other
reasons. The frustrating part of this problem is that regulations to hire local residents may in fact
cause firms not to relocate there. Given these lessons, Clinton's empowerment zones have
included more community-building components. However, it remains to be seen whether or not
this new program, with bigger zone areas and greater emphasis on improving the social
environment, will do any better. The recommendation of continuing these new zone strategies is
contingent upon their ability to provided local residents with jobs.
Once targeted demand-side policies have been secured, more universal measures can be
introduced. The most relevant universal demand-side strategy involves full employment polices.
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However, and as I mentioned before, these policies by themselves, while increasing the
employment levels of blacks and Latinos, may not eliminate racial/ethnic differences in
employment. Nonetheless, fiscal and monetary policies designed to stimulate aggregate demand
are important to raise employment levels of young adults, particularly black and Latino youth in
the central city, so long as they do not cause inflation to skyrocket. But not all fiscal and
monetary policies will have an equally positive impact on young workers, particularly for low
skilled workers, as it would for more skilled adults. For example, lower interest rates through
expansionary monetary policy may not stimulate investment in distressed communities where
investment is needed most. Likewise, fiscal stimulus through tax cuts may have little impact on
these distressed communities because the disposable income of low-income households are
unlikely to be affected by reducing taxes (Bluestone, Stevenson, and Tilly, 1994). This is
precisely why fiscal stimulus through youth jobs programs, and possibly even infrastructure
development in distressed communities, would have a greater impact than just general fiscal
stimulus.
Supply-Side Responses
It is unquestionable, as the research has shown in chapter 5, that educational attainment,
particularly the receipt of a high school degree, improves the employment prospects of young
black, and, to a certain extent, Latino males. Young black males without a high school degree are
penalized in the labor market compared to other like youth because employers may be uncertain
about their productivity or trainability. Although efforts should be made to increase the
educational attainment of black and Latino youth, efforts must also be taken to ensure that black
and Latino youth do not have to possess more educational attainment than their white
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counterparts to be competitive with these youth for jobs.
Policies to help reduce the high school drop-out rate would address this goal of increasing
young black and Latino males' educational attainment. It is critical that efforts be made to reach
young black and Latino men in school before they enter high school and decide to drop-out.
Expanding Headstart programs for elementary students and Outward Bound programs for junior
high and high school students may help in this regard. Within the high school system, public high
schools, where the majority of blacks and Latinos go to high school, must be improved by
improving teacher quality and, as a corollary, by changing the differential way in which blacks and
Latinos are taught in relation to whites that has negative learning consequences (Jaynes and
Williams, 1989). And, of course, measures must be taken to ensure adequate funding levels of
public schools. Finally, efforts must be made to develop remedial education for students who fall
below their grade level.
Job training to increase the skills of young adults may also increase their employability.
Support of existing federal training programs such as JTPA should continue, but as I argued
earlier, more support should be given to CDC's and CBO's in their efforts since training in this
context not only increases the skills of participants, but also may have the possible effect of
decreasing discrimination in hiring and minimizing the stigma associated with JTPA.
The development of youth apprenticeship programs have the potential to increase the
skills and employment levels of young adults. These programs are more universal in nature since
they apply to young people in general, particularly those who are deciding to leave high school
before graduating. However, these kinds of programs should receive support as a part of a long
term strategy to reduce the employment difficulties of young adults, but not at the expense of
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more targeted programs. In addition, efforts must be made to ensure the participation of black
and Latino youth in these programs and ensure that their training levels and that the kinds of
training that they receive are no different from those of comparable whites.
The shell of youth apprenticeship programs are found in the 1990 Perkins Vocational
Education Act, and, more specifically, in Clinton's School-To-Work Opportunities Act of 1993.
The latter act proposed to bring together partnerships of employers, educators and others to build
a high quality school-to-work system at the local level that intends to prepare young people for
successful careers. The program is slated to be jointly administered by the Department of
Education and Labor (U.S. Dept. of Labor and Education, 1993).
The German experience is the most frequently cited model for an apprenticeship system.
German students begin exploring occupations in the 7th grade, when many are tracked toward
either a university or academic-technical program. By age 16, the latter group begins spending as
many as four days a week on a worksite learning such skills as bookkeeping, electrical engineering
or auto mechanics. In exchange for on-the-job training, students receive stipends averaging $400
a month and take interim and final exams supervised by their employers. More than half of the
apprentices remain with the firm where they are trained and a larger share spend their careers in
the same occupation (Lerman and Pouncy, 1990).
Inspired by Germany's "dual system", which places more than 60 percent of 16-year-olds
in apprenticeships, youth apprenticeship projects have sprung up in some 20 states since 1990.
Students will complete a Certificate of Initial Mastery in basic skills such as reading and math, and
then at age 16 pursue either a traditional college prep track or a "technical and professional"
track, which is expected to include substantial time on the job in the form of youth
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apprenticeships.
In the U.S., youth apprentices under existing plans would make a three-to-four year
commitment to a trade and an employer, spanning the last year or two of high school and the
following two years. Their hours on the paid job might rise from twenty per week in year one to
full-time in year four. In the classroom, teachers and employers would teach reading, math and
other courses using workplace applications. In addition, one or more technical courses would be
tailored to a specific trade. At the conclusion of the program, students would graduate with a
high school diploma, significant work experience, credits toward a two-year associate degree and
some kind of certificate of trade mastery (Stoll, 1993).
There are problems with such an apprenticeship program. First, apprenticeship programs
may discourage young adults from pursuing a four-year college degree. In the best of
circumstances, youth apprenticeship programs would lead to a two-year associate's degree. But
since most associates credits are not transferable to Bachelor of Arts programs, i.e., four-year
college degree, and since work experience for credit is rarely accepted by colleges, a youth
apprenticeship graduate would have difficulty obtaining a B.A. And despite assurances that the
work-based learning track is not second class to college prep and will not restrict students'
options, program designers are finding that occupationally specific courses crowd out such
needed college courses as foreign languages.
Secondly, tracking is another issue that one must deal with in apprenticeship programs.
Sorting students into two clearly defined and different paths is a serious issue. The question of
tracking is compounded by the disproportionate presence of minority students in public high
schools. Most, if not all, of the high schools participating in apprenticeship programs are public
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(CQ Researcher, 1992). Minority students are disproportionately represented in public high
schools in urban schools and, according to Workforce 2000, will make up nearly 50% of the
entering workforce by the year 2000.
Thus, this potential tracking problem will tend to reproduce racial hierarchies. Given the
already poor rate of college enrollment by minority public high school students, the presence of
youth apprenticeship programs may further serve as a disincentive for minority youth to enter
college and gain high-tech or professional skills. These issues must be taken into account if youth
apprenticeship programs are going to be a successful strategy in improving employment
opportunities for young adults.
Relevant Spatial Policies
Although I found that race/ethnicity was more important than space as a determinant of
young black and Latino males' lower employment levels in relation to those of whites, space still
matters. It is important then that we keep this in mind in our policy prescriptions, but policies to
solve the problem of space should receive less emphasis than those to end differential treatment in
labor markets.
Suburban dispersal policies may be helpful in mitigating the negative influences of space in
employment. One of the implicit policy implications of the spatial mismatch hypothesis is to
induce minority population dispersal to the suburbs. If blacks and Latinos can move closer to
areas with jobs, their employment levels should rise. Kain (1985) advocated suburban minority
population dispersal to improve their economic welfare. He showed that this dispersal could
occur without constructing low-income housing in the suburbs, or, in other words that minorities
could afford to live in the suburbs without subsidies. He showed that the exclusion of blacks from
284
the suburbs was primarily attributable to discrimination in suburban housing markets. This
dispersal could only occur without policy intervention if housing market discrimination in the
suburbs was reduced or eliminated. Also, policies designed to eliminate housing market
discrimination in the suburbs are justified on their on merits alone, but they may not resolve
blacks' or Latinos' employment dilemma as we found in chapter 5.
Suburban dispersal may not increase the employment levels of blacks and Latinos for two
basic reasons. First, the increasing presence of blacks and Latinos may cause whites to respond
by moving farther out into the suburbs or to the exurbs. White fight from the central cities when
blacks increasingly penetrated these areas has been well documented. It is unclear whether this
pattern will repeat itself in the suburbs if blacks or Latinos increasingly move there. More
importantly though, jobs may also follow whites as blacks and Latinos begin to move into these
formerly white areas. Secondly, initially in the black suburbanization process, and particularly
when blacks may not make up a majority of the suburban population, discrimination against blacks
by suburban employers may be more intense as a result of either employer statistical
discrimination or whites' consumer or employee tastes for discrimination, so that any potential
employment gains from a suburban residential location that blacks or Latinos might enjoy might
be erased by such discrimination.
The main policy in the U.S. that addresses suburban dispersal has been the Gautreax
Program. This program assists households in Chicago, primarily black families, in moving from
public to private housing. Although all households originally lived in the central city, many
households moved to the suburbs in predominantly white higher income neighborhoods, while the
remainder of others simply moved within the central city (Rosenbaum and Popkin, 1991).
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As I noted in chapter 1, Rosenbaum and Popkin (1991) found that suburban movers in the
Gautreax Program had a 14 employment advantage over their central city movers, controlling for
relevant characteristics. While these results suggest that a suburban move may be a good thing
for blacks in the program, it is unclear what the long term effects of this program might be since
these households moved into predominantly white upper-income suburban areas where few blacks
live. If these whites do not perceive blacks to be a threat, then these black suburban movers
might not face employment discrimination by employers. However, given an increasing presence
of blacks, these whites might begin to view these black suburban movers as a threat. Employment
discrimination against such blacks, then, might intensify. In addition, white flight and job flight
might also occur.
Less emphasis should be placed on suburban dispersal policies because they might also
undermine the success of CDC's and CBO's in training and placing young blacks and Latinos in
jobs and in job creation. Most CDC's and CBO's are located in the central city and serve mostly
minority populations. Suburban dispersal programs may undermine CDC's and CBO's by
weakening their clientele base and their administrative structures. This is critical because these
organizations in minority communities may buffer the negative effect of employer discrimination
against blacks and Latinos as I argued earlier.
Also, policies to improve job access should be considered. These policies involve
improving transportation systems to improve transportation efficiency, i.e., decreasing travel time
of workers, and reducing transportation costs. If there are more job opportunities in the suburbs,
then efforts should be made to make "reverse commuting" easier. Policy options may include
restructuring mass transit systems, subsidizing private transportation, or providing incentives for
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car pooling. More research should be done, however, to determine the effectiveness of these
kinds of policies.
Policies to improve job access should also include those which improve workers'
information about job openings. Efforts should be made to develop "job banks" to inform job
seekers of available jobs for which they are qualified in urban areas. It is unclear to what extent
job information policies are effective. Again, more research needs to be conducted to determine
the effectiveness of these kinds of job information policies.
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Table A2.1
NLSY Sample Size by Race/Ethnicity and Residential Location: 1984
White Black Latino Total
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
C.C. 821 41.0 671 67.5 430 62.9 1922 52.2
SUB. 1181 59.0 323 32.5 254 37.1 1758 47.8
TOTAL 2002 54.4 994 27.0 684 18.6 3680 100.0
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Table A2.2
Industrial Distribution by Race/Ethnicity and Residential Location: 1984
(most recent job)
White Black Latino Total
Cen. City Suburb Cen. City Suburb Cen. City Suburb Cen. City Suburb
Agriculture 4.3 2.8 3.2 2.4 10.3 2.3 4.5 2.7
Mining 0.8 1.4 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.8 1.2
Construc. 10.2 13.9 10.3 10.7 5.1 7.6 9.9 12.6
Manufac. 30.4 27.0 31.5 20.7 28.4 26.2 30.3 25.5
Transpor. 6.3 5.4 4.0 6.7 5.9 8.2 6.1 5.9
Whole. Trad 3.4 4.0 4.9 3.0 3.0 7.0 3.4 4.1
Retail Trade 21.2 22.4 14.6 16.9 14.5 22.5 20.4 21.2
F.I.R.E. 1.2 2.0 0.7 3.1 2.3 3.2 1.3 2.4
Services 20.5 18.9 25.0 28.6 22.5 20.3 20.9 21.2
Pub. Admin. 1.9 2.3 4.9 7.3 7.6 2.0 2.4 3.4
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Akron. OH
Albuquerque, NM
Alexandria, LA
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton,
PA-NJ
Amarillo, TX
Anaheim-Santa Ana-Garden
Grove, CA
Ann Arbor, MI
Anniston, AL
Appleton-Oshkosh, WI
Asheville, NC
Athens, GA
Atlanta, GA
Atlantic City, NJ
Augusta, SA-SC
Austin, TX
Bakersfield, CA
Baltimore, MD
Beaumont-Port Arthur-Orange,
TX
Bellingham, WA
Billings, MT
Binghamton, NY-PA
Birmingham, AL
Bismarck, ND
Bloomington, IN
Boston, MA
Bristol, CT
Brownsville-Harlingen-San
Benito, TX
Bryan-College Station, TX
Buffalo, NY
Canton, OH
Charleston-North Charleston,
SC
Charlotte-Gastonia, NC
Charlottesville, VA
Chicago, IL
Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN
Cleveland, OH
Colorado Springs, CO
Columbia, SC
Columbus, OH
Corpus Christi, TX
Dallas-Fort Worth, TX
Davenport-Rock Island-Moline,
IA-IL
Dayton, OH
Table A4.1
SMSA's in Duration Models
Demoines, IA
Detroit, MI
Eau Claire, WI
El Paso, Tx
Elkhart, IN
S Enid, OK
Erie, PA
Eugene, OR
Flint, MI
Florence, SC
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood, FL
Fresno, CA
C Gainesville, FL
Gary-East Chicago, IN
Grand Rapids, MI
Great Falls, MT
Greely, CO
Green Bay, WI
Greensboro-Winston Salem, NC
Greenville, SC
Harrisburg, PA
Hartford, CT
S Houston, TX
Huntsville, AL
Indianapolis, IN
Iowa City, IA
Jackson, MS
Janesville-Beloit, WI
S Jersey City, NJ
Johnson City-Bristol, TN-VA
Kansas City, MO-KS
Kenosha, WI
Killeen-Temple, TX
S Knoxville, TN
Lafayette, LA
Lake Charles, LA
Lansing-East Lansing, MI
C Laredo, TX
Las Cruces, NM
Las Vegas, NV
Lawton, OK
Lima, OH
Lincoln, NE
Little Rock, AR
Lorain-Elyria, OH
Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA
Lubbock, TX
Madison, WI
Manchester, NH
Miami, FL
Milwaukee, WI
Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN
Mobile, AL
Modesto, CA
Montgomery, AL
Muskegon, MI
Nashville-Davidson, TN
New Bedford, MA
S New Britain, CT
New Haven, CT
New Orleans, LA
New York, NY-NJ
Newark, NJ
Norfolk-Virginia Beach, VA-NC
Odessa, TX
S Oklahoma City, OK
Omaha, NE
Orlando, FL
Pascagoula-Moss Point, MI
Pensacola, FL
Peoria, IL
Philadelphia, PA-NJ
Phoenix, AZ
Pittsburgh, PA
Portland, OR-WA
Providence, RI
Provo-Orem, UT
Racine, WI
Reading, PA
Richmond, VA
Riverside-San Bernadino, CA
Roanoake, VA
Rochester, NY
C Sacramento, CA
S Saginaw, MI
St. Louis, MO-IL
Salt Lake City-Ogden, UT
San Diego, CA
San Francisco-Oakland, CA
San Jose, CA
Santa Rosa, CA
Savannah, GA
Seattle-Everett, WA
S Sioux City, IA-NE
Sioux Falls, SD
Spokane, WA
Springfield, MO
C Springfield-Holyoke, MA
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Stockton, CA
Syracuse, NY C
Tacoma, WA
Tampa-St. Petersburg, FL
Texarkana, TX-AR
Topeka, KA
Trenton, NJ S
Tulsa, OK
Vallejo-Napa, CA
Victoria, TX
Visalia-Tulare-Porterville, CA
Waco, TX
Washington, DC-MD-VA
Wheeling, WV-OH
Wichita, KA C
Wichita Falls, TX
Williamsport, PA
Wilmington, DL-NJ-MD
Yakima, WA
Youngstown-Warren, OH
note: S= suburbs only; C = central city only
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Table A4.2
Black Central City Males (with segregation)
(standard errors in parentheses)
Variable First Stage Second Stage Second Stage
-4.958**
(2.484)
0.050
(.039)
-0.036
(0.052)
1.496***
(0.311)
0.0425
(0.186)
0.498
(0.298)
0.035
(0.032)
-0.011**
(0.006)
0.164**
(0.070)
Constant
Age
Highest Grade
Completed
Married
Children
Unemployment
Compensation
Local Unemp.
Rate
SUBmsr
Index of
Segregation
SUBmsr x Index
of Segregation
% of CC L. F.
White
% of CC L. F.
Latino
P*
Parents High
Grade
Female Head
Mother Work
# of Siblings
0.023**
(0.010)
-0.017
(0.015)
-4.110***
(1.213)
0.007
(0.038)
0.069
(0.054)
1.644***
(0.447)
-0.024
(0.178)
1.319***
(0.272)
-0.065***
(0.025)
-4.469***
(1.160)
0.008
(0.038)
0.074
(0.054)
1.454***
(0.420)
-0.063
(0.178)
1.257***
(0.265)
-0.064***
(0.026)
-0.007
(0.005)
0.012
(0.061)
-0.008**
(0.004)
-0.001
(0.008)
-2.078***
(0.780)
0.001
(0.001)
-0.008*
(0.005)
0.001
(0.008)
-1.657**
(.709)
0.008
(0.023)
-0.291**
(0.178)
-0.190
(0.169)
0.031
(0.029)
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Table A4.2
Black Central City Males (with segregation)
(standard errors in parentheses)
Variable First Stage Second Stage Second Stage
Prof. & Manag. 0.000 -- --
Father (0.479)
Sales & Admin. -0.696 -- --
Father (0.512)
Service 0.482 -- --
Father (0.432)
Craft -0.200 -- --
Father (0.240)
Total Pop. 0.163 -- --
(log) (0.104)
Northeast 0.094 -- --
(0.268)
South -0.116 -- --
(0.288)
West 0.246 -- --
(0.413)
Log Likelihood -167.79 -469.61 -430.56
Prob>chi2 0.00 0.00 0.00
N 242 242 242
notes: * significant at .10, ** significant at .05, *** significant at .01
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Table A4.3
Latino Central City Males (with segregation)
(standard errors in parentheses)
Variable First Stage Second Stage Second Stage
Constant
Age
Highest Grade
Completed
Married
Children
Unemployment
Compensation
Local Unemp.
Rate
SUBmsr
Index of
Segregation
SUBmsr x Index
of Segregation
% of CC L. F.
White
% of CC L. F.
Black
P*
Parents High
Grade
Female Head
Mother Work
# of Siblings
-15.893***
(4.283)
0.195***
(0.072)
0.306***
(0.100)
2.209***
(0.415)
0.147
(0.342)
-0.346
(0.446)
0.036
(0.053)
0.018*
(0.010)
0.356***
(0.136)
0.030**
(0.013)
-0.002
(0.021)
0.699
(1.758)
-0.098*
(0.056)
-0.039
(0.066)
-0.996**
(0.467)
0.258
(0.228)
0.580**
(0.291)
-0.112***
(0.033)
0.992
(1.645)
-0.108**
(0.055)
-0.050
(0.064)
-1.021**
(0.456)
0.230
(0.225)
0.583**
(0.289)
-0. 119***
(0.033)
0.002
(0.006)
-0.158*
(0.085)
-0.012*
(0.008)
-0.028
(0.080)
2.101***
(0.701)
-0.002*
(0.001)
-0.012*
(0.006)
-0.029
(0.090)
2.214***
(0.680)
0.022
(0.025)
0.032
(0.334)
0.015
(0.315)
0.090
(0.567)
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Table A4.3
Latino Central City Males (with segregation)
(standard errors in parentheses)
Second Stage Second Stage
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Variable First Stage
Prof. & Manag. -0.597
Father (0.694)
Sales & Admin. -1.284
Father (1.008)
Service -0.453
Father (0.527)
Craft -0.821*
Father (0.508)
Total Pop. 0.258
(log) (0.183)
Northeast -0.615
(0.584)
South 0.777
(0.653)
West -0.279
(0.682)
Log Likelihood -59.35
Prob>chi2 0.00
N 121
notes: * significant at .10, ** significant at .05, ***
-233.67 -233.47
0.00 0.00
121 121
significant at .01
Table A4.4
Maximum Likelihood Weibull Estimates of Jobless Durations for Central City Young White Males (Second Stage)
Variable
Constant
Age
Coefficient
-3.909***
(1.152)
0.021
(0.044)
0.029
(0.057)
Highest Grade
Completed
Married
Children
Unemployment
Compensation
Local Unemp.
Rate
SUBmsr
% of CC L. F.
Black 0-.10
% of CC L.F.
Black .10-.20
% of CC L.F.
Black .35-.50
% of CC L.F.
Black >.50
% of CC L. F.
Latino,
0.099
(0.478)
-0.568**
(0.268)
0.782***
(0.283)
-0.019
(0.031)
-0.010**
(0.005)
-0.321
(0.235)
-0.214
(.249)
0.465**
(.207)
0.182
(.394)
0.006
(0.008)
0.623
(0.795)
Log Likelihood -295.51
Prob>chi2 0.03
N 174
notes: std. errors in parenthesis; * significant at .10, ** significant at .05, *** significant at .01
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Figure A5.1
LEGEND
Standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA)
Place of 100.000 or more inhabitants
Place of 50.000 to 100.000 Inhabitants
Place of 25,000 to 50.000 inhabitants
SMSA central city of fewer than 25.000 inhabitants
SCALE
O 10 20 30 40 50 Kilometers
I 1 2 3 I
0 10 20 30 50 Miles
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Figure A5.2
Inner
Beltway
Outer
Beltway
DISTRICT OF COLUMi-
NCE/GEORGE' S COUNTY. MD
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Table A5.1
1990 Sample Size for White, Black, and Latino Youth Aged 16-21
in Washington, DC and Prince George's County, MD
White Black Latino Total
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
DC 145 20.0 707 52.1 185 46.5 1037 41.8
Prince 580 80.0 653 48.9 209 52.5 1442 58.2
George's
County
TOTAL 725 27.4 1360 55.3 394 16.4 2479 100.0
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Table A5.2
Pooled Employment Equations Across Residential Location for Young White, Black, and Latino Males
(assuming that educational coefficients' slopes are the same for each area, for racial/ethnic group)
(standard errors in parentheses)
White Black Latino
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
-.981**
(.352)
-.990**
(.352)
.077*** .077***
(.021) (.021)
-1.318*** -1.307*** -.757*
(.203) (.218) (.444)
.094*** .094***
(.012) (.012)
.061**
(.026)
High School Dropout
High School Degree
.080
(.066)
.081
(.066)
.252*** .250***
(.073) (.073)
.033
(.036)
.032
(.036)
.241*** .240***
(.041) (.040)
.266*** .276***
(.078) (.078)
.263*** .258***
(.096) (.096)
Child
FHH x Fam. Inc.
($0-<$25,000)
TPH x Fam. Inc.
($0 - <$25,000)
Family Income
(:- $75,000)
Prince George's
PG Inner Beltway
PG Outer Beltway
-.069
(.070)
-.397**
(.163)
-.131**
(.060)
-.020
(.049)
.229***
(.057)
-.066
(.071)
-.062
(.051)
-.398*** -.082
(.163) (.052)
-. 124**
(.060)
-.023
(.049)
.204***
(.063)
.249***
(.061)
-.067
(.052)
-.087*
(.052)
-. 180*** -.178*** -.071
(.032) (.032) (.075)
-.037
(.040)
.078**
(.027)
-.028
(.040)
.096***
(.029)
.024
(.040)
Adj. R2  .210 .211 .205 .207 .152 .158
Standard Error .445 .445 .438 .438 .470 .469
N 725 725 1,360 1,360 394 394
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Variable
Constant
Age
-.749*
(.443)
.059**
(.026)
-.005
(.106)
.111
(.245)
.014
(.107)
.128
(.246)
-.077
(.075)
-.061
(.092)
-.035
(.090)
.060
(.067)
.031
(.071)
.155
(.102)
